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Summary

Dr D. A. Waite ofThe Dean Burgon Sociegnd TheBible for Todayministries has issued a
warning in the form of a book entitlld WARNING!! On Gail Riplinger's KJB and Multiple
Inspiration Heresy His book is in retaliation against Dr Mrs Riger’s latest workThe
College of Cardinals;Traitors, heady, highminded”2 Tim. 3:4, D.A. Waite Denies KJB
Inspiration

In addition to attacking Dr Mrs Riplinger on largepersonal matters, Dr Waite denies
throughout his book that the 1611 Authorized Kiagnés Holy Bible isall scripture...given
by inspiration of God”2 Timothy 3:16. He dogmatically insists that tepression'is
given” refers only to a once-only inspiration that appls®lely to the Hebrew, Aramaic and
Greek original texts and never to translations.

That is why this work is entitleBr D. A. Waite and The DBS, Dead Bible Societyrans-
lation Without Inspiration is Extinction because Dr Waite and his associates insist lieat t
1611 Authorized King James Holy Bible®lienated from the life of God”’Ephesians 4:18,
as Dr Waite says plainly on P. 36 of his book.

“Neither the DBS Executive Committee or the DBSigaaty Council will ever call the King
James Bible “inspired of God,” “given by inspiranoof God,” “verbally inspired,” “in-
spired,” or “God-breathed” at any time or in any qte.”

James 2:26 states th&he body without the spirit is deall So is the Bible without inspira-
tion.

However, inspection of the scriptures shows thatekpressioriis given” can apply to re-
peated actions in 22 of its 33 occurrences afidllifscripture...is profitable” now, such that
“the man of God may be perfect2 Timothy 3:16, 1/ow then inspiration has to apply to
translations, for the sake &the very vulgar” who are unlearned itthe Original Sacred
Tongues according to Dr Miles Smith who wroféhe Translators to the Readerdlothing

in 2 Timothy 3:16 precludes inspiration of tranglas, especially in view of the numerous
examples of such inspiration contained in the sargs, such as John 19:19, 20 where ‘in-
spired’ scripture is written in Latin, as well asHebrew and Greek.

Inspection of Jeremiah 36 shows thaultiple inspiration” is in reality“sound doctrine” 1
Timothy 1:10. Inspection of Esther 1:20-22, 8:8D@niel 4:1, 2, 5:25-28, 6:25, 26 confirm
that“the king’s word” 2 Samuel 24:4 frorfthe King of kings” 1 Timothy 6:15 is still'the
king’s word” when translated into other languages and renfévesKing's speecli as Dr
Smith notes, which in the case ‘tiie scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21 is undiminished in
inspiration, power and authority by translatioroitihe 1611 English Holy Bible and, if any-
thing, is enhanced by it, 2 Samuel 3:10, Colosslab3, Hebrews 11:5.

Dr Waite insists that he has an inspired Holy Bibléhe form of the original Hebrew, Ara-

maic and Greek texts but he does not identify yt famther than stating that it underlies the
King James Bible. This is a bizarre situationhatt according to Dr Waite, an ‘uninspired’
Text, the AV1611, therefore becomes the determiwérihe content of an ‘inspired’ text,

which certainly elevates the AV1611 to a positidrcansiderable importance.

Dr Waite does identify specific Hebrew and Greekddenamely Ben Chayyim’s, Scrivener’s
and Beza’s but he never refers to them as inspitefibllows, therefore that Dr Waite’s per-
fect, inspired Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek Holy Biblasts only in his mind and prompts
reflection on Proverbs 26:12.

“Seest thou a man wise in his own conceit? thererisre hope of a fool than of him.”
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Finally, Dr Waite’s insistence that the 1611 Englidoly Bible is uninspired is soundly re-
futed in this work by the testimonies of severaitidguished witnesses who were either past

masters of literary works or greatly used of Gadhath.
As one of the most prominent of all of God’s setgaof all time once said,
“Oh, give me that book! At any price give me tbelbof God!”— John Wesley



Dr D. A. Waite and The DBS, Dead Bible Society
Translation Without Inspiration is Extinction
Introduction

Dr D. A. Waite ofThe Dean Burgon Sociegnd TheBible for Todayministries has issued a
warning in the form of a book entitled WARNING!! On Gail Riplinger's KJB and Multi-
ple Inspiration Heresy His book is in retaliation against Dr Mrs Rigler’s latest work
The College of CardinalsiTraitors, heady, highminded’2 Tim. 3:4, D.A. Waite Denies
KJB Inspiration

His warning is against what he terms the heredyetieving that the 1611 Authorized King
James Holy Bible is the pure word of Glgiven by inspiration of God”2 Timothy 3:16.

He also warns the reader that only the originaldsasf the scriptures in Hebrew, Aramaic
and Greek can be described‘'gisen by inspiration of God’

In other words, the 1611 Authorized King James Hgilyle is not“all scripture” because it
is not“given by inspiration of God”and therefore is misnamed. It is not actuallycdyHBi-
ble but merely a translation of the original woafsthe scriptures in Hebrew, Aramaic and
Greek.

Dr Waite in effect says so repeatedly in his bAOWARNING!!'and the following citation is
typical.

The emphases are Dr Waite’s. The page numberlhadbsequent ones listed in this work
are from his book, likewise the emphases.

P. 87“(Quoting Dr Alan O'Reilly), “I believe it is the wject of why all this has blown up,
right on the heels of the publication of Hazardddaterials. If | understand correctlyou
believe, as | do that thAV1611 is the pure word of God, given by inspiratiof God, Il
Timothy 3:16,17 and the perfectly preserved word @bd in its final (7) purified state,
Psalm 12:6,7.1.get the impression that thévaites don’t altogether share that stante

“Sad to say, Dr O’Reilly partakes in the HERESYGail Ludwig Latessa Kaleda Riplinger
as they both say theAV1611 was “given by inspiration ofGod Il Timothy 3:16, 177 He

is right that the ‘Waites don’t altogether sharéhat stance” Only the Hebrew, Aramaic,
and Greek Words weregiven byinspiration of God or “ God-breathed No translation
(including the AV1611) was given by verbal plenagpiration. The AV 1611 was most
definitely not ‘given by inspiration of God It included the Apocrypha with all of its false
doctrines and beliefs. Surely God did not giveséhaords.”

The reader should note in passing that Dr Waiterse$pecifically in his book to tHéer-

esy” that Dr Mrs Riplinger is supposed to adhere topelieving that the AV1611was
given by verbal plenary inspiration.” These references may be found on the back page
(twice), pp 3 (3 times), 7 (5 times), 8, 11, 12, 18, 20, 23, 24 (4 times), 28, 33, 34, 37, 38
(twice), 42, 44 (twice), 49, 51 (twice), 53, 54 iga), 56, (3 times), 66, 72, 82, 84 (4 times),
85, 87, 88, 94, 95 (twice), 97, a total of 53 ocences. That is more than one occurrence
every 3 pages in Dr Waite’s 134-page book.

Yet nowhere does Dr Waite specify where Dr Mrs Riger has actually stated that the
AV1611“was givenby verbal plenary inspiration.”The expression is not found in her book
that Dr Waite is critiquing. The reader shouldréfere note further that Dr Waite has al-
ready failed td'provide things honest’Romans 12:17 in his criticisms of Dr Mrs Riplinger
and keep that observation in mind throughout thdysof this author’s work.
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Concerning the statement from this author that Rité/quotes on P. 87 of his book, it is part
of a note of support | sent to Dr Mrs Riplingertthaith my agreement, she inserted in her
latest work, the 60-page treatise entitle@itors, Heady, Highminded: D.A. Waite Denies
KJB Inspiration Inspection of Dr Waite’s response shows thatldwes indeed deny that the
AV1611“s given by inspiration of God"2 Timothy 3:16, 17, although he misquotes Dr Mrs
Riplinger and myself, in that we don't just say th&1611 was“given by inspiration of
God” but“is given by inspiration of God

Use of the correct tense in English is essentiahbge it allows for the latest copy of the
AV1611 fresh from the printing press to be justgsen by inspiration of God”as any of its
predecessors.

Dr Waite’s denial that the AV1611 Holy Bibtes given by inspiration of God’forms a ma-
jor part of his bookA WARNING!!in which he issues a detailed critique of Dr Mr#pliR-
ger's work and strenuously affirms that only theigmal’ words in Hebrew, Aramaic and
Greek werégiven by inspiration of God’

He also advertises il WARNING!!'a new 416-page book by his colleague Dr Kirk Dixbe
entitledCleaning-Up Hazardous Materiglsvhich consists of an examination of Dr Mrs Rip-
linger's recent bookazardous Materials In addition,A WARNING!! contains details of
exchanges between Dr Mrs Riplinger and the Walbesahd Mrs Waite and their son Don
Jnr.) on a variety of issues besides that of iasioin.

However, apart from some preliminary observatiae® below, this work mainly addresses
the matter of inspiration, because it is foundatlda Bible belief.

It should be noted that Dr Waite does affirm hiidéen the preservationof “the Hebrew,
Aramaic, and Greek Words.given byinspiration of God or “ God-breathed” Dr Waite
also affirms that he has these words, which hendare still“ inspired” under-linings are
this author’s.

P. 2“1 believe it is an inaccurate view of the King JasBible to refer to it asitispired” |
believe this term must be reserved exclusivelyheroriginal, preserved Hebrew, Aramaic,
and Greek Words underlying the King James Bénld not for the King James Bible itself.”

P. 52" firmly believe that | have the original, inspide inerrant, infallible, preserved Words
of God in Hebrew, Aramaic, and Gregk

Dr Waite therefore appears to believe, by implmatihatcopiesof God'’s preserved ‘origi-
nal’ Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek words underlying AW1611, which he has, can b&od-
breathed or “given by inspiration of God" The above quotes show that he also appears to
believe that while copies of these words car' mspired” translations of them definitely
cannot. However, he never exactly discloses wtterse" inspired’ copies may be found,
which leads to this author’s conclusion about Drité/s actual source fdithe original, in-
spired, inerrant, infallible, preserved Words of 5@ Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greekhat he
professes to have. lItis his own mind. Be&Vaite and ‘the Greek'.

The doctrine of the preservation of thweords of truth” Ecclesiastes 12:10, according to a
correctunderstanding of Psalm 12:6 ig of course also foundational to Bible belief ahis
doctrine has, understandably, received consideggtadation in recent decades because most
of the attacks on the Holy Bible have been aimethating doubt on the actuabrdsof the
AV1611. See, for exampld@he King James Only Controverby James White. These at-
tacks have been complete failures, as the detailsders to White’s objections to the Holy
Bible clearly show. Se@&he Scholarship Only Controverdy Dr Peter S. Ruckman and
Blind Guidesby Dr Mrs Riplingef.
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It appears therefore that the Devil is nmwfocusing* his attack on the Holy Bible by deny-
ing its very identity asthe holy scriptures...given by inspiration of God2 Timothy 3:15,
16 and“the word of God which liveth and abideth for evel Peter 1:23. In other words,
the focus of his attack has shifted fréiea, hath God_sai@” Genesis 3:1 (preservation)
back to“Yea, hath_Godsaid?” (inspiration).

*See section entitledr Waite and the Imaginary ‘Original Bible,” Uniden tified in Print .

For if, as Dr Waite asserts, God’s ‘original’ HelsyeAramaic and Greek words underlying
the AV1611 are no longégiven by inspiration of God”once they are changed into another
form* by translation, then they no longer hdtee life of God” Ephesians 4:18 and cannot
be said to bé&the word of God which liveth and abideth for evefl’ Peter 1:23.

*Even though the Lord Jesus Christ could apgeaanother form” Mark 16:12 and still be
the Lord Jesus Chrrst

Therefore, though translations may accurafelservethe ‘original’ words of scripture, al-

though in a different form, they are, accordingdioWaite and including the AV1611, like
those of the Lord’s hearers who did not come argk\ee in Him, so that He pronounces
against them the solemn judgemér@ have no life in you”John 6:35, 53.

That is Dr Waite’s apparent perception of the 18ilithorized King James Holy Bible.

That is why this work is entitleBr D. A. Waite and The DBS, Dead Bible Societyrans-
lation Without Inspiration is Extinction because Dr Waite and his associates insist lieat t
1611 Authorized King James Holy Bible“®ienated from the life of God”"Ephesians 4:18,
as Dr Waite says plainly on P. 36 of his book.

“Neither the DBS Executive Committee or the DBSigaaty Council will ever call the King
James Bible “inspired of God,” “given by inspiranoof God,” “verbally inspired,” “in-
spired,” or “God-breathed” at any time or in any qte.”

James 2:26 states th&he body without the spirit is deall So is the Bible without inspira-
tion.

The AV1611, according to Dr Waite, has preserved’'&riginal’ Hebrew, Aramaic and
Greek words in translated form but it has been deathe last 400 years, ever since its in-
ception, everifrom the beginning of the creation”of it, 2 Peter 3:4. Because it is merely a
translation, it is and has always been like a fnpZessilized woolly mammoth in Sibefja
whose form has been preserved but it has no life.

The Devil would naturally be eager to propagaté geaception of the AV1611 and he ap-
pears to have found an unwitting accomplice in Caité/

Practically speaking, given that the Church Ageasdly drawing to a close, Dr Waite’s ire
against Dr Mrs Riplinger therefore has an incigeaptural explanation.

“The devil is come down unto you, having great whnatbecause he knoweth that he hath
but a short time”Revelation 12:12.

In the light of the Devil's intensifying wrath agei “the scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21,
Bible believers must be able to rest assured tieal 611 English Bibles they possess now are
not devoid of‘the life of God” but truly“the word of the Lord” that“endureth for ever” 1
Peter 1:25 and like the Lord Himself dedive for evermore, Amen"Revelation 1:18. They
must also be able twesist the Devil” James 4:7 with respect to any insinuation of drenf
“Yea, hath Godsaid?” aimed as denying, as Dr Waite does, that theenthzpurchased
AV1611 is“all scripture...given by inspiration of God



That is what this work is about.

Much of what follows and more will be found in Chews 17, 18, 31, 32 of Dr Mrs Riplin-
ger’s recent book-Hazardous MaterialsentitledScriptures to All Nationsnd Seven Proofs
of the King James Bible’s InspiratiorHowever, it is hoped that this author’s addiéibper-
spective will also prove to be informative.

This work is set out under the following main heeys.

Dr Waite and Dr Mrs Riplinger — Preliminary Observations

Dr Waite and ‘Originals Only’ Inspiration

Dr Waite and the Imaginary ‘Original Bible,” Uniden tified in Print
Dr Waite and ‘the Greek’

Dr Waite and the KJB not “given by inspiration of God”

Typical statements from Dr Waite’s book have beigedaunder each of the above headings,
with the Appendix containing the full list of selected citations fall the headings. Empha-
ses included in the statements are Dr Waite’s.s @bthor’s responses to each of Dr Waite’s
claims on inspiration and related topics then fwllo

*The selected citations are believed to be allréievant ones. Inspection of the list will re-
veal considerable overlap. Dr Waite repeats hihaskdlt.

The reader should note that, as far as possibgewbrk will cite the 1611 Authorized King
James Holy Bible in Englisfgiven by...inspiration of God”in response to Dr Waite, ac-
cording to Isaiah 54:13, which this author takewiadication of the 1611 English Bible by
its own Author, Whose most faithful servant dowmndis the 1611 English Bible.

“No weapon that is formed against thee shall prospand every tongue that shall rise
against thee in judgment thou shalt condemn. Tlssthe heritage of the servants of the
LORD, and their righteousness is of me, saith th©RD.”

All else will be resolved at the Judgement Se&lwfist, Romans 14:10.

Before launching into the main topic of inspiratidnis noted that Dr Waite casts certain as-
persions at Dr Mrs Riplinger in his bodkWARNING!'and therefore some preliminary ob-
servations are in order in this respect.



Dr Waite and Dr Mrs Riplinger — Preliminary Observations

1. Dr Waite refers repeatedly to what he terms Dr Riginger’'s “Pentecostal/Charismatic
background These references may be foundAilVARNING!!'on pp 3, 7, 8, 12, 13, 23,
34, 37 (twice), 38 (twice), 39, 42, 44, 49, 53 (tice), 56, 66, 72, 82, 84 (twice), 90, 95.

This is a total of 26 occurrences in Dr Waite’s 24e book, one such occurrence every 5
pages. However, apart from an allegation that s Riplinger had attended a Pentecostal
church*, Dr Waite fails to produce any evidence tbaMrs Riplinger ever had such a back-
ground and by means of his innuendo against S&§f@imger, Dr Waite has therefore failed
to obey 1 Thessalonians 5:21.

“Prove all things; hold fast that which is goad

*P. 3“We have learned from witnesses who knew her thatl ®gplinger originally went
to a Pentecostal/Charismatic church before her hasig at that time urged her to join a
Baptist church” However, note the following, which shows that \aite’s accusation is
nothing more than innuendo:

« Dr Waite gives no details of either the church lee turation/frequency of Dr Mrs
Riplinger’s alleged attendance.

* Dr Waite gives no details of the witnesses thaterih@ allegations, except that they
“knew...Gail Riplinger” They evidently prefer to remain anonymous, oega the
5"’ They are cowards, all.

* Dr Waite gives no details of any specific PentemiédSharismatic teaching that Dr
Mrs Riplinger allegedly espouses.

* Dr Waite gives no explanation of why and how Dr MRiglinger’s exposition of Acts
2 as the basis for pure vernacular Biblascords withany Pentecostal/Charismatic
teaching.

2. Dr Waite refers repeatedly to Dr Mrs Riplinger“&ail Ludwig Latessa Kaleda Riplin-
ger.” These references may be found in his book on,@gp 3, 9, 10, 11, 13, 15, 17, 19,
21, 25, 27, 29, 31, 33, 35, 37, 39, 41, 43, 4548651, 53, 55, 57, 59, 61, 63, 65, 67, 69,
71,73,75,77,79, 81, 84, 87, 89, 91, 93, 95.

That is a total of 46 occurrences in Dr Waite’s -pédje book, one such occurrence every 3
pages. Every one of them is inappropriate becasseyen Dr Waite is forced to acknowl-

edge in his book, e.g. PP. 4-6 of his book, Dr Riglinger no longer has any association

with Messrs Latessa and Kaleda.

Dr Waite’s repeated use of the contrived ndiGail Ludwig Latessa Kaleda Riplinger”
therefore amounts to a vendetta against her. SB&@& &f his book, where Dr Waite acknowl-
edges having splashed details of Dr Mrs Riplingpédst life all over the web.

In this author’s opinion, that level of vindictivess would be more typical of an unsaved in-
dividual than a distinguished Christian teachemdicaster such as Dr Waite.

Naturally, his ire at Dr Mrs Riplinger leads to semconsistency on Dr Waite’s part. On P.
43 of his book, Dr Waite roundly protes¥ho is she to tell us what we can do?”

Yet on PP. 6, 75 of his book, Dr Waite is quitehiaght in telling the Riplinger family how
they should process mail that they receive and thewy should describe each other’'s married
partners.

All of which puts this author in mind of Romans 2:1



“Therefore thou art inexcusable, O man, whosoevhapt art that judgest: for wherein thou
judgest another, thou condemnest thyself; for ththat judgest doest the same things

3. Dr Waite insists that Dr Mrs Riplinger hates andpises Greek or Hebrew lexicons, Eng-
lish dictionaries and even Greek and Hebrew wordtetlying the English scriptures. See
the following statements from Dr Waite. Under4hgs are this author’s, with reference to
the points that will be addressed and all subsdqants.

P. 19“Gail Riplinger spread the false view that nobodhosld use any Hebrew, Aramaic, or
Greek lexicons to find out meanings of Bible word@ecause of hedHERESY view of the
plenary verbal inspiration of the King James BiliBail Riplinger doesn’t even want people
to look in either Hebrew, Aramaic, Greek or evemligh dictionaries to find out the mean-
ing of the words in the King James Bible

P. 27"Gail Ludwig Latessa Kaleda Riplinger thinks th&etKing James Bible’s word is the
only thing you can use. Otherwise, to her, itms“@rror.” She believes you can’t explain
any of the King James Bible’s words or define thdfnpeople don’t understand the word
“OUCHES” for example, it is too bad for them, in her judgnt Gail Riplinger despises
the definitions of uncommon wordsShe is entitled to her opinion, but | stronglgadjree
with her. _She believes you must chase all oveKihg James Bible to find the definitions of
its words, but never consult any dictionaries otidens of any kind In my opinion, this posi-
tion is insane!”

“| don’t use “corrupt lexicons” | use proper lexicons that give me proper meaniofgthe
Hebrew, Aramaic, or GreekGail Riplinger despises the use of lexiconsmf knd, calling
them all “corrupt.”™

P. 32“The original languages that God breathed-out gtlhe English nuances, illustrations

and shades of meaning. The grammatical rulesadelanguages give further assistance in
the proper interpretation of difficult passageshéf | preach God’s Words, | do not criticize
or change the English King James Bible. | illuntenand give many other acceptable and
accurate meanings that the translators could havidem down. _Gail Riplinger despises the
use of any other word than that given by the Kiands translators This is ridiculous.”

P. 40“The verb, “is giveri does not appear in the Greek New Testament tlat Gave us.
Gail Riplinger hates the Words of the Greek andrdetthat underlie our King James Bible
She just takes the English over against the Greedn though there is no Greek word here
whatsoever! This is theologicllERESY at its worst! Even if she takes her Englisk “
given” this phrase often translates the aorist or otlpast tenses. It does not always mean a
present tense, even in other places where it id uiséhe King James Bible. 2 Timothy 3:16
(PASA GRAPHE THEOPNEUSTOS) just speaks of an atisbeg past deed that God did
when He gave us His Words in Hebrew, Aramaic, arekla”

Dr Waite would get some enlightenment by visitinge tAV Publications web site,
www.avpublications.com/avnew/home.hireshopping link, where he would find the follow-
ing titles listed.

1. Webster’s 1828 American Dictionary of the Englistnguage
2. Strong’s Concordance

3. The Reintroduction of Textus Receptus Readindi2d" Edition and Beyond of the
Nestle/Aland Novum Testamentum-Graece

4. Greek Textus Receptus Hardback (Scrivener’s)
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5. Hebrew Old Testament (Ginsburg 1895 Edition)/Griielv Testament (Scrivener’s
Edition). Dr Mrs Riplinger has a detailed statement onuke and misuse of this
work that is informativé

6. The King James Bible’s Own Definition of Over 800ril¢
7. King James Bible’s Built-In Dictionary
8. How to Find the KJB’s Built-In Dictionary DVD sese

The above titles reveal that, far from Dr Mrs Ragler despising words ifthe Original Sa-
cred Tongues’, AV Publications provides several works that beiiness to these words in
both Testaments. AV Publications also providesdtworks that would obviate the need to
“chase all over the King James Bible to find thdimigdons of its words.” That said, Dr
Waite’s pejorative remark about the scriptural gipfe of “comparing spiritual things with
spiritual” 1 Corinthians 2:13 betrays a certain defiance tds/éhe Author of scripture Who
enjoined through the Apostle Paul every Bible halieto “Study to shewthyself approved
unto God, a workman that needeth not to be ashanreghtly dividing the word of truth” 2
Timothy 2:15.

Dr Mrs Riplinger at least identifies the lexicortsoat which she issues warnings. Dr Waite
insists, P. 19 abové| don’t use “corrupt lexicons” | use proper lexicons that give me
proper meanings of the Hebrew, Aramaic, or Greblt he fails to identify the ones he uses.
He mentions only th®xford English Dictionaryas a resource for determining the meanings
of Biblical words, P. 47.

Dr Waite should therefore pay careful attentiothi® admonition of 1 Samuel 15:23, the last
sentence of which has clear application today ¢odanger of being put on the shelf in the
Lord’s service, for rejecting the Lord’s word (im@ish) in 1 Corinthians 2:13.

“For rebellion is as the sin of witchcraftand stubbornness is as iniquity and idolatryBe-
cause_thou hast rejected the word of the LORBe hath also rejected thee from being
king.”

For the reader’s information, the definition of ard in the AV1611 is often found very close
to the verse in which the word occurs, or evermenverse itself, as Mark 13:11 shows.

“But when they shall lead you, and deliver you ugake no thought beforehanavhat ye
shall speak, neither do ye premeditateit whatsoever shall be given you in that houhat
speak ye: for it is not ye that speak, but the H&ost”

Concerning the wortbuches” which appears to have posed a problem for Dr \Wadeone
has to“chase all over the King James Bibléd get its meaning. The first occurrence of the
word is in Exodus 28:11.

“With the work of an_engravelin stone, like the_engravingef a signet, shalt thou engrave
the two stones with the names of the children ofdsl: thou shalt make them to be st
ouchesof gold.”

Note the underlined words. Awsuchis simply asetting for gemstones, as in Exodus 28,
which can beengraved or cut into the host material, in this case gealsl,a hollowed-out
space, like the embedded wagrhve The meaning of the word is, ironicalgmbeddedn
this verse itself, so, far from having‘chase all over the King James Biblédr the meaning
of “ouches” no-one even has to use a dictionary in this padednstance.

If Dr Waite was prepared to do a little bit of cimas perhaps with a concordance, he would
find the word*ouches” again in Exodus 39:6.



“And they wrought onyx stones_inclosed ouchesof gold, graven as signets are_graven
with the names of the children of Israel.”

Exodus 39:6 shows thdbuches” are clearly hollowed-out enclosures, like a grauer
Waite is making up a problem where one doesn’ttexis

Another useful work to elucidate unfamiliar Biblia&ords, including‘ouches” is Archaic
Words and the Authorized Versibg Dr Laurence M. Vance, Vance Publications, 1986.
though this work is not listed in the AV Publicateocatalogue, it is up to Dr Waite to show
that Dr Mrs Riplinger would insist that no-one shibever consult it.

In sum, Dr Waite should apply Romans 13:9 in artyrieiedition ofA WARNING!! with re-
spect to Dr Mrs Riplinger’s proper name, prior adfuassociations and perception of extra-
Biblical study aids.

“Thou shalt not bear false witness

Having dealt with these preliminaries, attentionasv drawn to Dr Waite’s claims abotatll
scripture...given by inspiration of God2 Timothy 3:16, the Holy Bible and its underlying
sources fronithe Original Sacred Tongu€es



Dr Waite and ‘Originals Only’ Inspiration

Dr Waite is clearly a confirmed ‘Originals OnlyistOriginals Onlyism’ emerges repeatedly
in his book. The following statements are typic8ke théAppendix for the full list. Under-
linings are this author’s, with reference to thenpothat will be addressed.

P. 2"l believe that God inspired and breathed-out thregmal Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek
Words of the Old and New Testament$elieve this miraculous evemappened only once
and was never repeatedespecially was this inspiration never repeatedany translation

in the past, in the present, or in the futurd believe2 Timothy 3:16refers to this once-for-
all inspiration by God of those original Hebrew, ahnaic, and Greek WordsThe Greek
Words in the first part of that verse are: PASA&th, every, or all’ GRAPHE (“Scripture”
referring to the Old Testament, and, by extensmthe New Testament) THEOPNEUSTOS
(THEO refers to “God,”) PNEUSTOS (comes from “PNEQb breathe”) that is, “God-
breathed” or “breathed-out by God.” In other word&od “breathed-out” His original He-
brew, Aramaic, and Greek Words. | believe thesed$/bave been preserved in the Hebrew,
Aramaic, and Greek Words underlying the King JaBiete.”

“I believe it is an inaccurate view of the King JasnBible to refer to it asifispired” | be-
lieve this term must be reserved exclusively feratiginal, preserved Hebrew, Aramaic, and
Greek Words underlying the King James Béohel not for the King James Bible itself.”

Dr Waite’s position on ‘originals only’ inspiratioinom the above is therefore that God gave
“all scripture...given by inspiration of Godonly once, in‘the original Hebrew, Aramaic,
and Greek Words of the Old and New Testanient$e affirms elsewhef@ that his defini-
tion of ‘the originals’ and that of most writers time subject, is not the original manuscripts
themselves but the original words in Hebrew, Aranaaid Greek.

This definition is useful for Dr Waite because itables him to sidestep the problem that
arises when the scriptures make refer&nte “the scripture(s)” which cannot be the
original autographs” as Dr Ruckman shows with reference to Matthew 21Mark
12:24, Luke 4:21, Acts 17:11, Romans 15:4. TheilDggubtle, Genesis 3:1.

Dr Waite further insists in Dr DiVietro’s work thahe expressioriis given” in Matthew
28:18 disproves any application of the term todlamons in 2 Timothy 3:16. See also his
comment below from P. 40 of his book and accompanyemarks. Dr Waite insists further
that the expressiofthe faith which was once delivered unto the saihtdude 3 likewise
proves a once-for-all occurrence of tlibreathed-out by God...original Hebrew, Aramaic,
and Greek Word$ Translations, he declares, are the words of menat“breathed out

by God™ See quote below.

P. 51"“Gail Riplinger defines heHERESY clearly in this quotation. She calls God’s own
“Traditional Masoretic Hebrew Text and the Traditiah ReceivedGreek Text as “ Two
Weak Legs' In this way, she is clearly exalting the EndliKing James Bible translation by
men (which she believes were given by verbal plenaspiration) as superior over God’s
own Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Words. This is p4iERESY! Shame on her for this
blasphemy!”

However, healso states thatthe original, preservedHebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Words
underlying the King James Biblare* inspired™ See P. 2 quote above.

Dr Waite therefore implies that inspiratioannothave been a singteniraculous event’that
“happened only once and was never repedtede is implying that inspiration extends to
copiesof the original words i.e. thgpreserved” original words. Otherwise, not even Dr
Waite would have access to tHeinspired” scriptures, though he professes that he does.
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See again P. 2 quote above*, where Dr Waite rdfershe original, preservedHebrew,
Aramaic, and Greek Words underlying the King JarBdde” that he describeas “in-

spired
*See also his comment on P. 52 of his book, cietthéIntroduction .

“| firmly believe that | have the original, inspide inerrant, infallible, preserved Words of
God in Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greék

Moreover, if inspiratiorf happened only once and was never repedtetb-one could ever
have had a Holy Bible, given that no evidence sxistshow that the ‘originals’ were ever
bound into one single volume, between two covergofoed together as one single scroll).

It should therefore be noted that Dr Waite has reaitted himself on his basic thesis of in-
spiration after only two pages into his book.

It should be especially noted that Dr Waite hassatl explicitlywhere“the original He-
brew, Aramaic, and Greek Words of the Old and Nestdments'that he says aré in-
spired” may be foundndependentlpf the AV1611.

This omission of Dr Waite’s is a serious one, a$ lvad shown and he appears to be trying to
mask this omission by specifying certain publishedies of the Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek
Biblical words that he hasow. Under-linings are this author’s.

P. 51l * promotée the Ben Chayyim Hebrew Teanhd the Scrivener's Greek text believe
the Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Words underlyingKireg James Bible areGod's pre-
served originals™

Jacob Ben Chayyim and Frederick Scrivener were bwh so the only Hebrew/Aramaic
and Greek copies that Dr Waite has identified léte translations, madéy men”

Observe closely therefore that Dr Waite does ngtes@licitly in the above quote (or any-
where else in his book) th#tesepublished texts ar&he original Hebrew, Aramaic, and
Greek Words of the Old and New Testamemts™ God’s preserved originals that are
“ inspired™ See later section entitl& Waite and ‘the Greek’.

Some questions remain therefore, for Dr Waite snam.

1. Are the Ben Chayyim and Scrivener teXtsnspired?

2. If so, would the DBS and the BFT be prepared toketathem in a single volume as
the only** inspired” Holy Bible in existence?

3. If the Ben Chayyim and Scrivener texts 4rénspired™ is Beza's 1598 B Edition,
also"* inspired” at least where it matches Scrivener’s text? $etan entitledDr
Waite and ‘the Greek'.

4. If the Ben Chayyim and Scrivener texts drenspired™ are any other Hebrew and
Greek texts™ inspired” where they match the Ben Chayyim and Scrivendstex
even Nestle's?

5. If not, why not?

6. Is it necessary for the ordinary AV1611 reader aveha working knowledge of He-
brew, Aramaic and Greek* in order to know what Gedlly said in His word, or can
Dr Waite, the DBS and BFT be trusted to providd théormation with perfect accu-
racy 100% of the time?

*Which would probably take a minimum of about tweays of fairly intensive study
to acquire and then only for students who were adisd to learning ancient lan-
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guages. Most Christians do not have such a callfage the final part dr Waite
and ‘the Greek'.

7. If copiesof “the original, preserved Hebrew, Aramaic, and Graafords underlying
the King James Bibletan be*™ inspired” and Dr Waite at leasinpliesthat they
can, see his PP. 2, 52 comments above, then thek @Gi@dmonogengsas found in
John 1:14, 18, 3:16, 18, 1 John 4:9*, must“bespired™ But Koine Greek was
eventually replaced by Latin as tlirgua francaof the developed wortd Why,
then, would God, of Whom Job sdiflhou canst do every thing"Job 42:2 not in-
spire the equivalent Latin wonghigentusand all Latin counterparts of Koine Greek
New Testament words or the later English termsuding “only begotten”, given
that English is now théngua francaof international business, science, technology
and aviation?

*Uninspired chapter and verse designations, acegrdo Dr Waite, because ‘the
originals’ never had them, not even the originatdieg™. Dr Waite shouldn’t really
refer to 2 Timothy 3:16, therefore, because it, teduninspired.’

8. Why therefore is translation such a barrier to iran, as Dr Waite insists? Surely
it is much more important to have a curréngua francafor “the words of God”
John 3:34 than even for major fields of human ewdaasuch as international busi-
ness, science, technology and aviation?

9. Vernacular Bibles, not just the Hebrew and Greekdpauses that underlie them,
have undeniably played a major part in Reformatremival, soul-winning and mis-
sionary outreach down through the centdfietHow then could such God-honouring
results have been achieved by means of ‘dead’ btws being translation$y
men” (see the first of Dr Waite’'s P. 51 comments abave)e and still ar@ot “all
scripture...given by inspiration of Gddor indeedany scripture, given thdtinspira-
tion of God” is what essentially definéscripture”?

Dr Waite’s answers to these questions would be moigghtening for members of the Body
of Christ.

For now, it appears that Dr Waite’s position“saripture” is that although inspiration hap-
pened only once, with respect to the original wastiscripture,copiesof the original He-
brew, Aramaic and Greek Biblical words neverthelss™ inspired” but translationgare

not The™ inspired” Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek Biblical words evidenthderlie the
AV1611 but Dr Waite has not identified the copileattare their source because the only pub-
lished Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek texts he has iiighi{Ben Chayyim’s, Scrivener’'s and
Beza’'s) were, like translations, mattey men” and Dr Waite has not stated explicitly that
these published texts dfeinspired” any more than the AV1611 Translation.

Dr Waite’s position on inspiration therefore seam$e somewhat convoluted and as such it
doesn’t match Paul’s pledge‘tase great plainness of speechi 2 Corinthians 3:12.

With respect to the expressitis given” in Matthew 28:18, the verse itself does not suppor
Dr Waite’s perception of ‘originals only’ inspirati, never to be repeated. The Lord Jesus
Christ still has'all power” and if an analogy is drawn witlll scripture...given by inspira-
tion of God” that scripture must be available today with“itspiration of God” undimin-
ished and unimpaired.

Dr Waite would probably insist that the scripturaidable today consists of trempie$ he
now has ofthe original, preservedHebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Words underlying thegKi
James Biblg
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*Which Dr Waite says ar#’ inspired™ Note again that he hasn’t specified their pulgitsh
source. See his P. 2 comment above.

However, nothing is said in Matthew 28:18 that vebptecluderanslationsfrom becoming
“all scripture...given by inspiration of God especially insofar as nowhere in the Great
Commission, which is the context of Matthew 28:18-@r in the Lord’s commandments that
are the basis for the Commission, does the Lordiattyp command the disciples ttieach

all nations” “the Original Sacred Tongu€es

Similar comments apply to Dr Waite’s (mis)use ofldB, which state®Beloved, when |
gave all diligence to write unto you of the commealvation, it was needful for me to write
unto you, and exhort you that ye should earnestbntend for_the faith which was once de-
livered unto the saints

Just as the Lord Jesus Christ still Hak power,” the faith to which Jude alludes clearly
“abideth” 1 Corinthians 13:13 because Jude urges that &ikerg’earnestly contend for the
faith” and trust in it for spiritual strengthening as Paxhorts his hearers to trust fall
scripture...given by inspiration of Gotl

“But ye, beloved,_building up yourselvesn your most_holy faith praying in the Holy
Ghost, Keep yourselves in the love of God, lookiagthe mercy of our Lord Jesus Christ
unto eternal life” Jude 20-21.

“And now, brethren, | commend you to God, and teetlvord of his gracewhich is able to
build you up and to give you an inheritance among all them whiare sanctified”Acts
20:32.

Note that‘the word of his grace”is another expression ftthe word of God”

Therefore, if both thémost holy faith” and“the word of his grace”are each able to build
up the believer and tHenost holy faith” “abideth” then so mustthe word of his grace’

Once again, Dr Waite would probably insist thiée word of his grace” available today
consists of the" inspired” (though anonymousjopieshe now has ofthe original, pre-
served Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Words underlthegking James Biblé

However, like Matthew 28:18, nothing in Jude 3 &ify precludes translations from being
“all scripture...given by inspiration of God

So Matthew 28:18 with respect tis given” and Jude 3 with respecttioe faith which was
once delivered unto the saintsctually show the opposite of what Dr Waite thitkey do
and by inspection do not prohibit translations frioeing“the words of God’

The following table may be of interest with respecthe Biblical usag® of the expression
“is given.” The term may refer to a one-time event but it rap refer to repeated or on-
going events or actions. Dr Waite therefore carusat the sense 6 given” in Matthew
28:18 to dictate the application of the term inigdthy 3:16.
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Use of‘is given” in the AV1611, One-tiTrr?gl\?elrsus Repeated or On-gairEvent/Action
Verse One-time Repeated or On-going
Esther 3:11 “The silver is givento thee”
Job 9:24 “The earth is given..to the wicked”
Job 37:10 “By the breath of God frost is giveén
Isaiah 9:6 “Unto us a Son_is giveh

Jeremiah 6:13

“Every one_is giverto covetousness”

Jeremiah 8:10

“The greatest is giveno covetousness’

Jeremiah 32:24

“The city is given[to] the Chaldeans”

Jeremiah 32:25

“The city is given[to] the Chaldeans”

Jeremiah 32:43

“It is_given [to] the Chaldeans”

Ezekiel 16:34

“No reward is givenunto thee”

Ezekiel 33:24

“The land is_givenus for inheritance”

Matthew 13:11

“It is_given unto you to know the mys-
teries”

Matthew 19:11

“Save they to whom it is givén

Matthew 28:18

“All power is givenunto me”

Mark 4:11 “Unto you it is g:;/reyrlto know the mys-
Mark 6:2 “What wisdom is thIS YVhICh is given
unto him?
Luke 8:10 Unto you it is glv_entf) know the mys-
teries
Luke 12:48 “Unto whomsoever much_is giveén
Luke 22:19 “This is my body V,\,lhICh is giverfor
you

Romans 5:5 “The Holy Ghost...is giverunto us”

Romans 12:6

“The grace that_is giverio us”

Romans 15:15

“The grace that_is giverio me”

1 Corinth. 1:4

“The grace of God which_is givegou”

1 Corinth. 3:10

“The grace of God...is givennto me”

1 Corinth. 11:15

“Her hair is_given her”

1 Corinth. 12:7

“The manifestation of the Spirit is
giver’

1 Corinth. 12:8

“For to one is givenby the Spirit”
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Table 1, Continued
Use of“is given” in the AV1611, One-time versus Repeated Event/Act

Verse One-time Repeated or On-going
Ephesians 3:2 “The grace of God...is giveme”
Ephesians 4:7 “Unto every one of us is givegrace”

Philippians 1:29 “It is_given...to suffer for his sake”
Colossians 1:25 “The dispensati?nne?f God...is givelo
2 Timothy 3:16 “All scripture is giveri' *
Revelation 11:2| “The court...is givenunto the Gentiles”

*Dr Waite would dispute this classification, no ddu

The expressiofis given”’ occurs 33 times in the AV1611. InspectionTable 1 shows that
the term describes a one-time event or action rhggiand a repeated or on-going event or
action 22 times. While some AV1611 critics, e.g.\WWaite, may dispute the precise number
of references dfis given” to either a one-time or repeated event in the AM1®oth usages
of the term clearly exist in scripture.

Matthew 28:18 therefore cannot be used in isolatofprove,” as Dr Waite attempts to do
that the expressidfis given” refers exclusively to a one-time event and thetebfprce this
application on 2 Timothy 3:16.
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Of course‘the Spirit of God” Genesis 1:2 is the Agent of the Godhead by wtatlhscrip-
ture is given by inspiration of Godas the scripture itself shows.

“The wordsthat | speak unto you, they are spiriaind they are lifé John 6:63.

“Which things also we speak, not in_the wordghich man's wisdom teacheth, but which
the Holy Ghost teachethcomparing spiritual thingswith spiritual” 1 Corinthians 2:13.

But it is interesting thadtSpirit” and“breath” are closely associated in scripture.

“The Spirit of God hath made me, and_the breath of the Almightath given me life”Job
33:4.

Such a statement is effectively the scripture’s a@stimony to itself. The scripture is cer-
tainly imbued with“the life of God” Ephesians 4:18, 1 Peter 1:23, 25 and is theréédinee
for evermore, Amen'Revelation 1:18.

These verses confirm thadll' scripture...given by inspiration of Gddexistsnow, according

to “the holy prophets...the apostles of the Lord an@vur,” the Lord Himself and the
scripture itself. Dr Waite insists that the ontyiptures that ever existed are the original He-
brew, Aramaic and Greek words but this work wilbshthat“the form of sound words”2
Timothy 1:13 in which the scripture now exists inglish is the 1611 Authorized King James
Holy Bible. The scripture need not be confinedthe Original Sacred Tongues

Dr Waite’s opinion to the contrary is thereforenaf consequence and his claim of ‘Originals
Onlyism’ is merely his dogmatiprivate interpretation” 2 Peter 1:20.

Note that Dr Mrs Riplingéf discusses the Greek terms that Dr Waite refeabowe, namely
pneustosandpneq in her recent work, along witneuma of which terms Dr Waite says, P.
24 “PNEUSTOS does not come from PNEUMA ("spirit”) asilGplinger falsely claims.
Both PNEUMA and PNEUSTOS come from the Greek idBEdP(“to breathe”).”

Dr Mrs Riplinger’s discussion of the wor@seustospneoandpneumais, however, explicit
and therefore merits careful consideration. Ihas reasonable for Dr Waite simply to dis-
miss it out of hand as he does.

See also Dr Mrs Riplinger§extensive treatment @he Breath and Heartbeat of God

Interestingly, Youn# indicates that the wordneois used as such 6 times in scripture, Mat-
thew 7:25, 27, Luke 12:25, John 3:8, 6:18, Rewahafr:1, where it is translated not as
“breathe” but, with its derivatives, a%lew,” “blow” or “bloweth.” By inspection, such
terms are not appropriate in 2 Timothy 3:16. Theght fit Dr Waite’s treatise though.

Several more statements of Dr Waite’s under thegmieheading bear consideration. The
under-linings are this author’s, with referencéhte points that will be addressed.

P. 24*The only Words that God gave by verbal plenarypiretion are the original Words
given by God in Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek. Thosedg/ and those alone were “inspired
Words” which were breathed-out by God. Kanslation, whether the King James Bible
(KJB) or any othetranslation contains words that were given by God Himself

Dr Waite’s statement is untrue, according to P& 1.
“The Lord gavethe word:_greatwas_the compangf those that published .it

If a “great...company”of publishers has been engaged in bringing ftilte word” the Lord
gave, that notable feat must surely include faltbfanslations, insofar as Psalm 68:11 does
not explicitly limit these manifold publishing efts to“the Original Sacred Tongués So
these faithful published translations must themesbe “the word” the Lord gavéby inspi-
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ration of God” not merely dead words. See later section entifledVaite and the KJB
not “given by inspiration of God’

P. 40“The verb, “is giveri does not appear in the Greek New Testament tlet Gave us
Gail Riplinger hates the Words of the Greek andrdetthat underlie our King James Bible.
She just takes the English over against the Greedn though there is no Greek word here
whatsoever! This is theologicllERESY at its worst! Even if she takes her Englisk “
given” this phrase often translates the aorist or otlpast tenses. It does not always mean a
present tense, even in other places where it id uiséhe King James Bible. 2 Timothy 3:16
(PASA GRAPHE THEOPNEUSTOS) just speaks of an atisbeg past deed that God did
when He gave us His Words in Hebrew, Aramaic, arekla”

Dr Waite’s objection that“is given™ is not in ‘the Greek’ begs the question of whetiher
rendering in English is in fact a superior trariskaidiomatically. As none other than Dean
Burgort® himself said of Westcott and Hort's Revised VensitiThe schoolboy method of
translation is therein exhibited in constant op@atthroughout. We are never permitted to
believe that we are in the company of scholare..ithomatic rendering of a Greek author
into English is a higher achievement by far...””

So why could not the King’s men have attained thigher achievement’of idiom in their
rendition of 2 Timothy 3:16? Dr Waite does not sayl it seems remiss of him to overlook
this aspect of translation. His comment is theeef slight against the Westminster Com-
pany of King James translators who had responsilidir the New Testament Epistles, in-
cluding 2 Timothy. They included Dr John SpeAtevho became a Greek lecturer at Cor-
pus Christi College, Oxford University in 1578 lagtage ohineteen

And Dr Waite’s exposition ofthe Greek New Testament that God gave issjoing to over-
ride the wording of 2 Timothy 3:16 confirmed by Bpencer and his colleagues and by those
who laboured on the Bishops’ and Geneva Bibles@uat blessed with the T&entury Eng-
lish Protestant Reformati6t?

That seems highly unlikely to this author. Espiciasofar as Dr Wait& himself acknowl-
edges Dr Spencer’s expertise in his own very usefkdurceDefending the King James Bi-
ble.

Dr Waite then describes 2 Timothy 3:16 (an unirespichapter and verse designation not in
‘the original,” see comment earlier) &sn accomplished past deedin the basis that is
given”...does not always mean a present tense, evathier places where it is used in the
King James Biblé¢ However,Table 1shows that it oftedoesand Dr Waite appears to have
allowed thatcopiesof “His Words in Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greekire” inspired” so that
inspiration of thecopieswould have to be repeated*, or on-going, sincg,taéong with the
‘originals,’ “perish with the using” Colossians 2:22. See his comments on PP. 2, ®Zab
and note that he ha®t shownfrom scripturethat the Lord’s people are required to learn
“the Original Sacred Tonguesih order to know what God said.

*If they were printed copies. This assumption is examined furtheDmWaite and ‘the
Greek'.

It follows therefore that God cannot have restdcirespiration to these tongues, otherwise,
men who had not mastertéttie Original Sacred Tonguesivould indeed seek God in vain (if

they couldn’t contact Dr Waite, e.g. in 1700, 1800900 AD), Isaiah 45:19, when the Lord
says explicitly that they wouldot.

“And ye shall seek me, and find mevhen ye shall search for me with all your heart”
Jeremiah 29:13.
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Although historically aimed at Israel, the Lord¥hertation through Jeremiah is clearly time-
less, Psalm 33:11 and it is likewise clear thatriargknowledge of‘the Original Sacred
Tongues”is not required for successful seeking, only a willinghés “search the scrip-
tures” in, therefore, the familiar, or vulgar tongue, ftaney are they which testify of me”
John 5:39.

This is exactly the point that Dr Miles Snfittof the AV1611 translating committee made in
The Translators to the Reader

“Translation it is that openeth the window, to Ietthe light; that breaketh the shell, that we
may eat the kernel; that putteth aside the curtthat we may look into the most Holy place;
that removeth the cover of the well, that we maypedy the water, even as Jacob rolled
away the stone from the mouth of the well, by whielans the flocks of Laban were watered
[Gen 29:10]. Indeed without translation into thelgar tongue, the unlearned are but like
children at Jacob’s well (which is deep) [John 4 Wlithout a bucket or something to draw
with; or as that person mentioned by Isaiah, to mhehen a sealed book was delivered, with
this motion, “Read this, | pray thee,” he was faonmake this answer, “I cannot, for it is
sealed.” [Isa 29:11].”

Observe that Dr Smith says nothing abtitgnslation into the vulgar tonguetullifying in-
spirationin “the vulgar tongue”i.e. English. As indicated above, Dr Waite hapased that
restriction merely by means of hiprivate interpretation” 2 Peter 1:20. As Nehemiah
would have said:

“There are no such things done as thou sayest, tbu feignest them out of thine own
heart” Nehemiah 6:8.

P. 59This is what | have always believed. The Scrigtu 2 Timothy 3:16, PASA GRAPHE
THEOPNEUSTOS' All Scripture is given bynspiration of God” This literally means ‘all
Scripture is God-breatheti GRAPHE refers to the Old Testament Hebrew aman#gic
Words (and, by extension, the New Testament Gree#s)V This word has nothing whatso-
ever to do with antranslation, whether in English, Spanish, Italian or any otl@rguage’

Here Dr Waite does what any critic of the AV161%gad He changes its words to suit his
own “private interpretation” just like Eve did, Genesis 2:16, 17, 3:2, 3. hentdenies that
any believer can have access to the scripturessihie is conversant with Hebrew, Aramaic
and Greek. In so doing, Dr Waite reveals thatshefithem that hold the doctrine of the
Nicolaitans, which thing | hate”Revelation 2:15 according to the Lord Jesus Ghueinely
the doctrine of the special ‘priest class’ who coulle the laity, in this case by means of spe-
cial knowledge of Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek. Gates this doctrine because it implies
that faithful, vernacular translations like the A8411 arenot Holy Bibles. See the comments
of Dr Miles Smith below.

P. 88“The Words of GodARE the Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek Words. In the deboit my
book, DEFENDING THE KING JAMES BIBLE, | call it "G5 WORDS KEPT INTACT IN
ENGLISH” Psalm 12:6-7 does not refer to the King Jameisld} but to the Hebrew and
Aramaic Words (and, by extension, to the Greek Wadrds). English was not even in exis-
tence thert

The subtitle of Dr Waite’s book is misleading. Tdigove comment shows that it should read
GOD’S WORDS KEPINTERRED IN ENGLISH See comments on the woolly mammoths
in thelntroduction .

His objection to English with respect to Psalm 1Z:@pplies equally to the Koine Greek of
the New Testament. Koine Greek did not come imtstence as such until around 330%&C
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centuries after David wrote the Psalms, before OY. So if Dr Waite is going to include
Koine Greek as a Biblical languagey extensior’ then to be ‘consistent’ he should be will-
ing to do the same fdéthe king’s word” 2 Samuel 24:4, 1 Chronicles 21:6 in English.

Let Dr Smith set forth the summing up*“tfie king’s word.”

“Now what can be more available thereto, than téwie God’s book unto God’s people in a
tongue which they understand? Since of a hiddeastire, and of a fountain that is sealed,
there is no profit...And this is the word of Godhietr we translate.”

Dr Smith clearly did not believe that translatiancelled out inspiration but rather that trans-
lation was necessary so that God’s people coulfit irom God’s Book. He continues.

“We do not deny, nay we affirm and avow, that teyymeanest translation of the Bible in
English, set forth by men of our profession...comth the word of God, nay, is the word of
God. As the King's speech, which he uttereth idi&aent, being translated into French,

Dutch, Italian, and Latin, is still the King’s spee..

“No cause therefore why the word translated shcadddenied to be the word, or forbidden
to be current...”

No cause at all, certainly none that Dr Waite hesnbable to identify.

In sum, the following points have emerged from testion and théntroduction with re-
spect to Dr Waite’s attitude to inspiration of gwiptures.

1. Inspiration only happened once, for the originabkégv, Aramaic and Greek words of
scripture.

2. Inspiration cannot have happened only once if Dit&\ia to be believed because he
states that he has the original inspired Hebrewmaic and Greek words of scripture,
although he does not specify where he has them.

3. However, for Dr Waite to possess these words, iagpn would have to extend to
copies of the original Hebrew, Aramaic and Greekdsmf scripture, or at least one
source that exists now. SPe Waite and ‘the Greek'.

4. Dr Waite’s position on inspiration is thereforefsgdntradictory.

5. Dr Waite attempts to use the expressigngiven” in Matthew 28:18 to prove once-
only inspiration in 2 Timothy 3:16 but the expressdoes not have to be limited to a
once-only action in scripture and frequently isn#, in up to 2/3 of the 33 occasions
where it occurs.

6. Inspiration does not apply to translations of thiginal Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek
words of scripture, including the AV1611 Translatio

7. The AV1611 is therefore notafl scripture...given by inspiration of Godand is
therefore not the Holy Bible, if Dr Waite is to believed.

The last point is really the ‘bottom line’ of Dr \itels work and it is a depressing one. How-
ever, this work will show that Dr Waite’s attitutieinspiration of the scriptures is false. The
reader is therefore encouraged to read on.
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Dr Waite and the Imaginary ‘Original Bible,” Uniden tified in Print

Concerning Dr Waite’s stance on the imaginary ‘ioiad) Bible,” the following citations are
typical. See thé\ppendix for the full list. Under-linings are this authsywith reference to
the points that will be addressed.

P. 25“Though Gail Riplinger’'s “Holy Bible” is limited tothe King James Bible, in reality,
“Our Holy Bible” is the Bible that God caused to beitten in Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek.
That is the true “Holy Bible.” It is not a translation in English or in any othlanguage. _|
do not deny the inspiration of the Hebrew, Aramaigd Greek true Moly Bible” whose
very Words were given by the Lord Jesus ChristughoGod the Holy Spirit to the human
writers (John 16:12-15).”

It is puzzling that Dr Waite does not specify wioair” is. Surely they should be prepared to
be identified in total if they believe as stronglg Dr Waite does about what constitutes
“Our Holy Bible.”™ Or do they, like Dr Waite’s informants on Dr MRsplinger’s alleged
“Pentecostal/Charismatic backgroundirefer to plead ‘the'? Again, that seems a cow-
ardly way out. See questions raisedim\Waite and ‘Originals Only’ Inspiration .

Dr Waite should also be prepared to explain wWidur Holy Bible™ has never appearéau
print in the history of the church as such, until, icadlly, it is found as at least a facsimile in
a single bound volume in AV Publications. J2eWaite and Dr Mrs Riplinger — Pre-
liminary Observations.

Instead, from the"™ century AD onwards, God has overseen the brinépny of bibles in
many supposedly ‘non-original’ language$® including Latin, Syriac, Gothic, German and
other tongues besides English. Luther's GermateBisulted in faithful 18 century trans-
lations in Dutch, Danish, Icelandic, Polish, Hungay Finnish, Serbian, Croatian and other
European languageés

However condescending Dr Waite is to Dr Mrs Ripingnd her work, he cannot deny that
she has accurately chronicled the emergence offdairanslations from the earliest years of
the Church to the present tifle

It seems altogether strange that God devoted st e and effort to the development of
these vernacular translations, when, accordingtdMaite, the only ‘real’ scripture is that
which “God caused to be written in Hebrew, Aramaic, ante€k. That is the true “Holy
Bible.”

The reality is that such a ‘Bible’ never existedthiically as such between two covérser-
tainly none that Dr Waite has been able to identifjnat is why this section is entitlé€ar
Waite and the Imaginary ‘Original Bible,” Unidentif ied in Print.

Because if such a Bible had existed and God hadded it to be widely circulated, it would
be expected that God would have raised up multituafeinterpreters like Dr Waite who
could do as he states on P. 32 of his book foretlmathout knowledge ofThe Original Sa-
cred Tongue$ SeeDr Waite and Dr Mrs Riplinger — Preliminary Observations. Un-
der-linings are this author’s.

P. 32 ‘When | preach God’s Words, | do not criticize oacbe the English King James Bi-
ble. 1illuminate and give many other acceptabhel @accurate meanings that the translators
could have written dowji.e. from ‘the Greek’ or ‘the Hebrew’ as the casay be]’

However, Dr Waite fails to mentioany such ‘illuminators’ like himself down through the
centuries who ministered to congregations of aggiBtance. According to him, therefore,
multitudes of devoted believers have been shomgba with respect to the scripture for
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most of the Church Age. They only received theatlevords of translated scriptures from
the works of dedicated but evidently deluded salsifiauch as Helvidius, Ulfilas, Diodati,
Leger, Olivetan, Wycliffe, Luther, Tyndale and tkimg James translators.

All of which seems highly unlikely to this autholt is much simpler to believe that God has
given translations that afeé inspired”™ That would also explain why the Lord developed
all the faithful vernacular translations. See Dnith’'s comments in the previous section.

Note that Dr Waite's P. 32 comment illustrates @abservation made earlier that thanks to Dr
Waite’s expertise in Hebrew, Aramaic and Greekntlgeu toocan now have access to what
God really said but only by means of ‘illuminators’ like Dr afe. This is sheer
Nicolaitanism, Revelation 2:6, 15, which God hat&3ee comments und&r Waite and
‘Originals Only’ Inspiration .

Note however that contrary to his comment on PB2Naitedid “change the English King
James Biblé See comments in previous sectlnWaite and ‘Originals Only’ Inspira-
tion in response to his P. 59 comment, where he states Scripture in 2 Timothy 3:16,
PASA GRAPHE THEOPNEUSTOSAIF Scripture is given byinspiration of God? This
literally means ‘all Scripture is God-breathed

Dr Waite changed the wording tihe English King James Bibleto suit his own agenda, in
this case, his stance on ‘originals onlyism.” thes words;Yea, hath God said...?’Genesis
3:1.

P. 28"My * Holy Bible” is God'’s fully “inspired’ original Words of Hebrew, Aramaic, and
Greek rather than Gail Riplinger's King James Bible.hdugh it is an accurate, true, and
reliable translation, it is not inspired by God It is not “ God-breathed, therefore it can-
not accurately be termedrispired” She holds a serious theologiddERESY by her erro-
neous view of ihspiration byGod”

Note that Dr Waite again effectively denies tha AV1611 is in fact scripture. This denial
will be addressed in more detail und®r Waite and the KJB not “given by inspiration of
God” Observe too thdbur” has now becomémy” with respect to the Holy Bible. Per-
haps Dr Waite’s followers with respect to ‘his’ ddible are not very numerous.

See comments in response to Dr Waite's P. 25 comat®ve with respect ttMy “ Holy
Bible.”

P. 29“The “Bible” is the Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek words that uriéeour King James
Bible. Strictly speaking, it is not a translatiorGod gave us those Words. There was no
English when God gave Moses His Words, and DavelWords, and Ezekiel His Words,
and Matthew His Words and Paul His WardEnglish did not exist when Godbreathed-
out’ or “ inspired’ His Bible’s Words.”

See comments abo®OD’S WORDS KEPINTERRED IN ENGLISHin the previous sec-
tion, Dr Waite and ‘Originals Only’ Inspiration . However, Dr Waite is here limiting God.

English as found in the AV1611 did not exist ontleavhen the scriptures were given in
“The Original Sacred Tonguesbut how is Dr Waite to know that the language rad exist
in the mind of God?

“I am God, and there is none else; | am God, ancetk is none like me, Declaring the end
from _the beginning and from ancient times the things that are notty#one saying, My
counsel shall stand, and | will do all my pleastirésaiah 46:9b-10.

How does Dr Waite know that the eventual introduttof AV1611 was not part of God’s
“pleasure” declared centuries in advance, as the Apostle Semgests.
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“In the law it is written, With men of_other_tongueand other lips_will I speakunto this
people; and yet for all that will they not hear meaith the Lord” 1 Corinthians 14:21.

Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek were all in existencerwRaul wrote his letters. Yet, God
could still speak witiiother tongues”according to 1 Corinthians 14:21. How does Drié/ai
know that theséother tongues” could not eventually include theritten English of the
AV1611, or thewritten languages of other faithful translations? Seeabo

If this is so and Dr Waite cannot prove otherwisappears, ironically that even he could be
among those whowill...not hear me, saith the Lord"with his rejection of the AV1611 as
“all scripture...given by inspiration of God

P. 32“Gail Riplinger confuses people by not definingur Holy Bible.” My “ Holy Bible”

is the Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Words of the &Id New Testaments that God Himself
breathed-out and inspiredHer “Holy Bible” is only a translation of that Holy Bible,” the
King James Bible._Gail Riplinger has not and canpve that the King James Bible was
inspired by God There is no scriptural proof that any translatiof God’s Words is inspired
of God”

Dr Waite accuses Dr Mrs Riplinger of confusing geopApart from, apparently, Dr Waite
and his immediate circle, which groups“people” has Dr Mrs Riplinger actually confused
(evidently by not submitting to what Dr Waite terrfisour Holy Bible”™” See remarks

above orf“ our Holy Bible” and“My “ Holy Bible™ )?

Dr Waite does not say. Perhaps these groufysenple” also wish to plead ‘the's

Contrary to Dr Waite’s assertion, there is scrigtyproof that a translation 6&od’s Words”
can be‘inspired.” There is even scriptural proof of more-than-omspiration of ‘the origi-
nals.” Dr Sam GipPp has summarised these proofélnspired” translations of‘God’s
Words” may be found in:

1. Joseph’s reunion with his brothers, Genesis 42e4pecially Genesis 42:43'And
they knew not that Joseph understood them; for hgake unto them by an inter-
preter.”

2. Moses’' encounters with Pharaoh, Exodus 4-IMoses was learned in all the wis-
dom of the Egyptians’Acts 7:22 and would have spoken to Pharaoh in &ayyjout
he recorded the conversations in Hebrew.

3. Paul addresses the Jews in Acts‘ib2he Hebrew tongue”Acts 21:40 but Luke re-
cords the address in Greek. Dr Waite may insatdrtranslation can Beaspired” if
the translation takes place from ofiaspired” language (Hebrew) to another
(Greek). However, he would then be conceding ttatible inspiration” is scrip-
tural, when he has declared it is hefésyWorse still, he would be contradicting the
very title of his book, which purports to be a waghagainst théMultiple Inspira-
tion Heresy' because if a translation into what vessentiallya contemporariingua
franca (i.e. Greek, see comments undar Waite and ‘Originals Only’ Inspira-
tion), could be“inspired,” why couldn’t the same be true for translation iattater
lingua franca e.g. Latin, Syriac, Gothic, German and even AMl@&nglish? Dr
Waite provides no proof to the contrary.

Additional examples follow.

4. John 19:19, 20 state th®ilate wrote a title, and put it on the cross. Arthe writ-
ing was, JESUS OF NAZARETH THE KING OF THE JEWS..ra it was written
in Hebrew, and Greek, and Latih The scripture gives no indication that the wgtin
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in Latin was any lesSnspired of God” than it was in Hebrew or Greek, which writ-
ings were‘inspired of God” according to Dr Waite. See his P. 32 commentsabo

5. Acts 14:11 states thaAnd when the people saw what Paul had done, thiéed up
their voices, saying in_the speech of Lycaonidhe gods are come down to us in the
likeness of meri Here is a ‘verbal, plenary, inspired, originatagraph’ that didn’t
even ‘originate’ in one of the (according to Dr \Wai‘inspired” languages (Hebrew,
Aramaic and Greek)lt actually had to be translateih order to become “inspireti
like the ‘original’ words of Joseph and Moses inn@sis 42-45 and Exodus 4-14 re-
spectively (according to Dr Waite).

To make matters worse for Dr Waite, Dr Gipp showw la translation can actually be an
improvement on ‘the original.” The following vessshould be studied carefully in this re-
spect.

“As the LORD hath sworn to David, even so | do tam) To translatethe kingdom from
the house of Saul, and to set up the throne of Dhwever Israel and over Judah, from Dan
even to Beersheba2 Samuel 3:10.

“Giving thanks unto the Father...Who hath delivereds from the power of darkness, and
hath translatedus into the kingdom of his dear SorColossians 1:12, 13.

“By faith Enoch was translatedhat he should not see death; and was not foundcéuse
God had_translatechim: for before his_translationhe had this testimony, that he pleased
God” Hebrews 11:5.

In sum, according to the Holy Bible, even if notaaing to Dr Waite, a translation of
“God’s Words” canbe“inspired.” It is Dr Waite who has not proved otherwise aadnot
prove otherwise.

P. 90“What Gail Riplinger wants us to do is touphold the inspiration of her beloved
[King James] Holy Bible She never defines what she means bykody/Bible.” To some-
one who is not familiar with Gail Riplinger’'s distmns, they might think that | denied the
plenary verbal inspiration of the Hebrew, Aramaanid Greek Words in the original Bible
which is the Holy Bible.” | believe strongly in that inspiration, but dgmerHERESY in
believing that the King James Bible and other Bilde well after Acts 2 (possibly due to her
previous Pentecostal/Charismatic background), wgven by plenary verbal inspiration.”

Dr Waite’'s assertion about Dr Mrs Riplinger's défon of “the “ Holy Bible™ is a bald-
faced lie. Note the followirnd, emphases in bold are this author’s.

“This book is the 2007 update of Which Bible is Gdaord?, originally published in 1994
as a transcript of a nationally broadcast radioantiews done by Noah Hutchings with au-
thor, Gail Riplinger. In these programs listenergiestions about modern versions of the
Bible were answered arttle King James Bible held up as THE Holy Bible fthe English
speaking world.. Gail Riplinger, March 2007”

Again, for Dr Waite’s benefit, Romans 13:9 applies.
“Thou shalt not bear false witness
See related comments undarWaite and Dr Mrs Riplinger — Preliminary Observations.

Dr Waite’s stance on the imaginary ‘Original Bibls’in fact merely a variation on the posi-
tion taken by Princeton academics Hodge and Wdrfigho backed away from belief in an
inerrant Bible, except in the ‘originals,” as expkd by the Presbyterian Church in the
USA®. Under-linings, emphases and comment in braeethar author’s.
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“The son and successor of Charles Hodge, A. A. idpdgifted away from his father’s insis-
tence on_the inerrancy of the traditional text isedo the inerrancy of the (lost) original
autographs A. A. Hodge with B. B. Warfield co-authored tlefinitive statement in the
Princeton doctrine of Scripture, summarized in 881 article on “Inspiration™

“Nevertheless the historical faith of the Churclasfalways been that all the affirmations of
Scripture of all kinds, whether of spiritual docie or duty, or of physical or historical fact,
or of psychological or philosophical principle, akeithout any error, when thgsissima
verba[very same wordspf the original autographs are ascertained anceipteted in their
natural sense.™

That is, only the ‘original’ words of scripture amhout error.

The article inThe Presbyterian Reviewol. 2, No. 6, 1881 may be found onlfie The cita-
tion from the article is from p 238. The followirgation from that article, p 245 is also sig-
nificant. Under-linings are this author’s.

“We do notassert that the common tgke. the AV1611] but only that the original auto-
graphic text was inspiretl

What Hodge and Warfield claimed is that only thedmal text’ is God’s inspired, inerrant
words and only the ‘scholars’ (like Hodge and W&ld) can tell the Bible reader what God
really said.

Dr Waite’s position is therefore essentially thensaas Hodge and Warfield’s. By means of
his expertise in Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek, the Biblder ‘for today’ can now have ac-
cess to what Gorkally said.

Via Dr Waite’s expertise, the Bible reader therefends up in exactly the same place as
Hodge and Warfield left him back in 1881, the yeainfamy, in which Westcott and Hort
published their RV New Testament, 1+8+8+1 = 18&t8+6, 666, Revelation 13:18. In this
place of infamy, the Bible reader purportedly neadscholar’ (like Dr Waite or Hodge and
Warfield) “which heard the words of God, and knew the knowigdof the most High”
Numbers 24:16, in order to receive those wordsamagire that knowledge.

This lamentable state of affairs is entirely contrt® Dr Miles Smith’s exhortation to the Bi-
ble readef. Under-linings are this author’s.

“But we desire that the Scripture may speak lilselit as in the language of Canaan, that it
may be understood even of the very vuigar

Like this author, who has no expertise in Hebrevgmaic and Greek but iy the grace of
God” 1 Corinthians 15:10, able to read AV1611 Englisd will remain eternally grateful to
Dr Smith and his colleagues. Moreover, they waryeatone in affirming of their Transla-
tion*? that“this is the word of God, which we translate.”

In 1891, 10 years after Hodge and Warfield’s depiathe inspiration ofthe holy scrip-
tures” in the form of the AV1611, the Book was still un@dtack with respect to inspiration.
None other than Charles Haddon Spurgeon was moveasist this attack in his farewell ad-
dress to his studerifs SeeDr Waite and the ‘imperfect’ KJB not “given by inspiration of
God”

That is why thdntroduction to this work stated that the Devil is noesfocusing his attack
on the Holy Bible, AV1611, by seeking to deny thas “all scripture...given by inspiration
of God” This attack is most likely the last @he fiery darts of the wickedEphesians 6:16
against‘the word of faith, which we preach’'Romans 10:8 that the Devil will launch before
the Lord’s Return.
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Even this ultimate dart can and will be quenchedd in that selfsaméword of faith.”
See comments on Isaiah 54:13 in th&roduction and note the outcome of the clash be-
tween ' century academics and a Bible believer, accorttimcts 6:9, 10.

“Then there arose certain of the synagogue, whichdalled the synagogue of the Liber-
tines, and Cyrenians, and Alexandrians, and of thehCilicia and of Asia, disputing with
Stephen._And they were not able to resist the wisdand the spirit by which he spake

In sum, the following points have emerged from gestion with respect to Dr Waite’s atti-
tude to inspiration of the scriptures.

1. Dr Waite has not identified where his Holy Biblenststing of the original inspired
Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek words exists in pringwer existed in history.

2. Dr Waite has ignored scriptural evidence to shoat thanslations can bgiven by
inspiration of God” and indeed have been in scripture.

3. Dr Waite has ignored God'’s provision of vernacutly Bibles down through the
centuries that have been intimately associated Riibte belief, revival, reformation
and soul-winning.

4. Dr Waite’s attitude to inspiration contradicts #ehortation of the King James trans-
lators with respect to the Holy Bible that theygwoed.

5. Dr Waite’s position on the Holy Bible is essenyjathat of Professors Hodge and
Warfield who in 1881 confined inspiration to thegmmal texts of scripture and effec-
tively denied that any Bible, including the AV16Xbuld be‘all scripture...given by
inspiration of God”

That Professors Hodge and Warfield, along with BgskVestcott and Dr Hort, ushered in the
Laodicean Church Age that makes God sick, Revel&ia6, is undeniable. Dr Waite con-
tinues in their tradition by his attempts to disseighe Lord’s people from believing that the
AV1611 is the pure word of Gdgiven by inspiration of God’
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Dr Waite and ‘the Greek’

Concerning Dr Waite's stance on ‘the Greek,’ thatmns given below are typical. See the
Appendix for the full list. Under-linings are this authsy'with reference to the points that
will be addressed.

The reader should note that this author doesnjppgrtito be a scholar ifThe Original Sa-
cred Tongues See remarks near the end of the previous se@ioWaite and the Imagi-
nary ‘Original Bible,” Unidentified in Print . This section will therefore not embark on a
technical discussion of the Greek and Hebrew sauisted, although it will make reference
to the pertinent observations of Dr Edward F. HileboutThe King James Version a Variety
of the Textus Receptudrawn from the work of none other than Dr F.HS¢rivener him-
self?. See citations below.

This section will instead mainly highlight the faatith appropriate specific questions that for
all his exaltation of The “ Scrivener Greek New Testamgiit P. 28 of his work, see below,
Dr Waite doesnot say that it is*™ inspired”™ Yet Dr Waite states that Hesthe ™ in-
spired” Greek words of the New Testament*. See his st@tednom P. 52 of his book be-
low. Otherwise he cannot lay claim to possessiyg “ Holy Bible™ although hedoes P.
32 of his work. See remarks undzr Waite and the Imaginary ‘Original Bible,” Uniden -
tified in Print .

*Dr Waite does not, however, mention any other seuor ‘The Greek’ other than Scriv-
ener’'s and Beza’s texts and he focuses mainly oneder’s.

Similar remarks apply téthe Ben Chayyim Hebrew Texfor the Old Testament that Dr
Waite also exalts. See his comment from P. 5lisoiviork, below.

So why doesn’t Dr Waite specify his inspired” Greek Text (and hi$* inspired” He-
brew Text) or identify it explicitly as Scrivener's inspired™ Greek Text? Thus far, these
guestions, like the others listed earlier, remaianswered. See this author’'s questions under
Dr Waite and ‘Originals Only’ Inspiration .

It should also be noted that certain scholars diffan Dr Waite about which texs$ the exact
source for‘the Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Words underlying King James Biblé See
references to Drs Hills and Scrivener above. e is the Bible believer to do to obtain a
copy of“My “ Holy Bible™ such as Dr Waite professes to have? See Dr Waitgshment
on P. 28 of his book und®r Waite and the Imaginary ‘Original Bible,” Uniden tified in
Print.

The Bible believer is therefore left withn uncertain sound” 1 Corinthians 14:8.
However, to proceed, selected comments of Dr Wadad this author’s responses, follow.

P. 28“The “ Scrivener Greek New Testaméns not “ slightly tainted” | believe the Words
in_this “Greek New Testamehto be accurate copies of the inspired, inerramtfallible,
preserved, original Greek Wordd believe them to be authentic copaghe original New
Testament Wordsilt is sad that Gail Riplinger refuses to takestdame position.”

The above comment immediately prompts the questme again, isthis “ Greek New Tes-
tament” " inspired” in addition to beingaccurate...authentic copie&’ If Dr Waite be-
lieves that it is, so why doesn’t he explicitly s0? Inspiration of this published, identifiable
Greek text must surely be germane to Dr Waite’'sethesis on possessifigly “ Holy Bi-
ble” now and such inspiration, if Dr Waite believes thati®mer’'s text is“inspired,”
should surely be spelt out unequivocally for hisders.
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See remarks above and undietroduction, Dr Waite and ‘Originals Only’ Inspiration
andDr Waite and the Imaginary ‘Original Bible,” Uniden tified in Print .

P. 51"“Gail Riplinger defines heHERESY clearly in this quotation._She calls God's own
“ Traditional Masoretic Hebrew Text and the Traditiah ReceivedGreek Text as “Two
Weak Legs' In this way, she is clearly exalting the EndliKing James Bible translation by
men (which she believes were given by verbal plenaspiration) as superior over God’s
own Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Ward$his is pureHERESY! Shame on her for this
blasphemy!”

Dr Waite states that th€ Traditional Masoretic Hebrew Text and the Traditi@h Received
Greek Text” are“God’s own Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek WafdsHowever, the only
sources of these texts that he mentions are the@ayyim and Scrivener texts that, like
“the English King James Bible translatiomere compiledby men”

The question persists, therefore, are these Hel&xeamaic and Greek sources, though com-
piled “by men” nevertheles$' inspired” ? Once again, if Dr Waite believes them to be so,
why doesn’t he say so0?

P. 511" promot€ the Ben Chayyim Hebrew Text and the Scrivenersek text | believe
the Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Words underlyingKirey James Bible are God’s pre-
served originals’ You can see from this quotation that Gail Rigler does not believe we
have “God’s preserved originalsbut only what she considers to be the Englishdklames
Bible which she believes was given by verbal pkemaspiration breathed-out by GodAs
such, it corrects and replaces God’s original Hekréramaic, and Greek Wordg his view
is blasphemy and seriotHERESY!”

Note again that Dr Waite does not say explicitigttithe Ben Chayyim Hebrew Text and the
Scrivener’s Greek textare™ inspired

Again, the question must be asked, why not, givervéhement denunciation of Dr Mrs Rip-
linger’s alleged stance? See remarks inltduction about Dr Waite’s use of the term
“verbal plenary inspiration” with respect to the AV1611.

One continues to wonder why Dr Waite seems unablesé“great plainness of speech?2
Corinthians 3:12 on this crucial point of inspicati

For information, Dr Mrs Riplinger’s actual stanae*“the Ben Chayyim Hebrew Text and the
Scrivener's Greek text’s found in detail in her recent wotiazardous Materiafs.

P. 52“lt is true that Scrivener’'s Greek Text is the @ssto the KIB But it is not ‘miscalled
Beza’'s” Except for only 190 places, Scrivener statedtthe usedeza’s %' edition, 1598
Greek edition”’

P. 69“Another lie is that Scrivener’s Greek text does not “match’ any other “Greek text
on earth” As | said before, it follow8eza’'s §' edition of 1598in all but 190 placesvhich

he lists in his Appendix. Again she lies that @&swiot Beza’'s text. It most certainly was
Beza's §' edition of 1598 and she cannot prove otherwise.”

So why doesn’t Dr Waite refer to the text as Betaxs, instead of Scrivener’s, or possibly as
the Beza/Scrivener text? Again, he hasn’t given rdader an unequivocal answer to this
guestion. But if the text was compiled by a laéitor (Scrivener) and differs, even if in only
a few places, from the ‘parent’ text (Beza’s), ttsemely it can’t be called Beza’'s? Elijah’s
words found in 1 Kings 18:21 would seem to appliptdNaite’s stance.

“How long halt ye between two opinions?”
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Note again that Dr Waite hamt stated categorically that the text of Beza or \&erer (or
Beza/Scrivener) i$8' inspired”™ Surely he should do so, if he is convinced, aagpears to
be that he has a copy ¥y “ Holy Bible.”” See his comment from P. 28 of his book, in
SeeDr Waite and the Imaginary ‘Original Bible,” Uniden tified in Print .

Dr Waite now informs his readers tli&crivener’'s Greek Text is the closdstthe KIB' So
what is theactual source for“the...Greek Words underlying the King James BiBle’Dr
Waite hasn’t said, which suggests a bizarre siinatiSee comments below.

P. 52“ firmly believe that | have the original, inspide inerrant, infallible, preserved Words
of God in Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greelonce again Gail Riplinger reveals hdERESY of
throwing away God’s original Words in favor of tlexaltation of a translation of those
Words.”

P. 66“1 don’t “ unwisely use Scrivener's Greek New Testamehbelieve those are the pre-
served Words of the original New Testamefail Riplinger doesn’'t want anyone to read
God’s own Words to see what He gave us, but otdgrslation of those Words in the King
James Bible This is blasphemy by her against God’s verbahaty inspiration of the New

Testament in Greek.”

P. 89“The Dean Burgon Society (DBS) does standSorivener’'s Greekext as the pre-
served original Greek Wordslt doesNOT follow the Ginsberg Hebrew text. It follows the
Hebrew Words underlying the King James Bible.”

Note that Dr Waite does not specitfherehe has'the original, inspired inerrant, infallible,
preserved Words of God in Hebrew, Aramaic, and &teeHe stateonly that he has the
“preserved” words of‘the original New Testament’as “accurate...authentic copigs P. 28

of his book, see above, iBcrivener’'s Greek New Testaméntvhich again, he does not say
is“ inspired™

Once more, Dr Waite has evaded the issue of spegifprecisely where “all scrip-
ture...given by inspiration of Godéxiststoday, between two covers.

*Which never existed as a single document like raecu edition of a Greek New Testament.
See remarks und@&r Waite and the Imaginary ‘Original Bible,” Unide ntified in Print .

See remarks und@r Waite and Dr Mrs Riplinger — Preliminary Observations for the
list of resources available from AV Publicationsr@sponse to Dr Waite’s insinuation about
Dr Mrs Riplinger’s alleged aversion to Greek andokdsv equivalents for the words of the
AV1611.

Returning to Dr Waite’s above comment ‘@he original, inspired inerrant, infallible, pre-
served Words of God in Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greaktl considering for now that Dr
Waite doeshave these words, even if in an as yet undiscleseqice, the bizarre situation
alluded to above is as follows.

The situation can be illustrated with respect3arivener's Greek New Testament...[which
is] the preserved Words of the original New Testattheaccording to Dr Waite. His perti-
nent statements with respect‘tbe original, inspired inerrant, infallible, preserved Words
of God in...Greek’for the New Testament are summarised as follousder-linings are this
author’s.

P. 2“l believe that God inspired and breathed-out thregmal Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek
Words of the Old and New Testament$elieve this miraculous evemappened only once
and was never repeatedespecially was this inspiration never repeatedany translation
in the past, in the present, or in the future
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SeeDr Waite and ‘Originals Only’ Inspiration.

P. 28“My “ Holy Bible” is God'’s fully “inspired’ original Words of Hebrew, Aramaic, and
Greek rather than Gail Riplinger's King James Biblérhough it is an accurate, true, and
reliable translation it is not “inspired by God™”

SeeDr Waite and the Imaginary ‘Original Bible,” Uniden tified in Print .

P. 87 ‘No translation (including the AV1611) was givenvieybal plenary inspiration The
“AV 1617 was most definitely notdgiven by inspiration of God

Seelntroduction .

P. 28 11 believe the Words in this [Scrivener'siGteek New Testamehto be accurate cop-
iesof the inspired, inerrant, infallible, preservemtjginal Greek Words

P. 89“The Dean Burgon Society (DBS) does standSorivener's Greekiext as the pre-
served original Greek Words

P. 32“When | preach God’s Words, | do not criticize drange the English King James Bi-
ble. | illuminate and give many other acceptable acdurate meanings that the translators
could have written dowh SeeDr Waite and Dr Mrs Riplinger — Preliminary Observa-
tions.

P. 51 1 believe the Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Words tiyithg) the King James Biblare
“God’s preserved originals’

P. 52 firmly believe that | have the original, inspide inerrant, infallible, preserved Words
of God in Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greék

P. 52“lt is true that Scrivener’'s Greek Text is the @gsto the KIB

P. 66“l don’t “ unwisely use Scrivener’'s Greek New Testamehbelieve those are the pre-
served Words of the original New Testamefail Riplinger doesn’'t want anyone to read
God’s own Wordso see what He gave us, but only a translatiorhosé¢ Words in the King

James Bibl&

P. 82"l believe that the original Hebrew, Aramaic, andd&gk Words of the Bible have been
preserved and are those which underlie the KingelaBible They are still in existenand
available from the BIBLE FOR TODAY in Scrivenerimftated Greek New Testameand

in the Masoretic Hebrew/King James Parallel Bible

In sum, from the above, according to Dr Waite:

1. The original,inspired Greek words of the New Testament are availablayd®r
Waite has them).

2. Inspiration happened only once and was never regeat
3. Scrivener’'s Greek text is not referred to as irespiny Dr Waite.

4. However, Scrivener’s text is an accurate copy efdhginal, inspired Greek words
of the New Testament that are also inerrant arallibiie.

5. These Greek words underlie the AV1611 New Testament

6. Neither the English words of the AV1611 New Testameor their underlying
Greek equivalents should be changed.

7. Scrivener’s text is the closest to the Greek wanderlying the AV1611 New Tes-
tament.
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8. The AV1611 English words are not inspired but they an accurate translation of
the original, inspired Greek words of the New Testat.

The following observations have been deduced flmerabove.

Points 1 and 2 clearly conflict but assuming thainP1 prevails, Dr Waite’s source for the
original, inspired Greek words of the New Testamesninknown because he does not iden-
tify any published Greek New Testament as inspimetleven Scrivener’s. See Point 3.

Points 4 and 7 clearly conflict but Dr Mrs Riplintgework resolves the conflict.

Dr Waite may despise Dr Mrs Riplinger and her regedut he cannot deny that in Chapter
18 of her bookHazardous Materialshe does reveal thé®crivener's Greek Text'is not
“the...Greek Words underlxing the King James BibleDr Mrs Riplinger states that Scriv-
ener followed Beza’'s 1598 % dition in 59 verseagainstthe AV1611. She lists and analy-
ses 52 of them, showing Greek support for 24, wisemevener had supposed that the King
James translators had only Latin sources. Dr M@irfiger also documents 20 errors in
Scrivener’'s Greek text, e.g. in Mark 2:15, whereiv&ner replaces the firstlesus” with
“he.”

Point 4, therefore, cannot be valid because Dr Ripdinger has shown that Scrivener’s text
is notthe full Greek text underlying the AV1611.

As Dr Mrs Riplinger also states, it is not suffiti¢o dismiss Scrivener’s departures from the
AV1611 Greek equivalent New Testament as inconsd@ldecause they are few in num-
ber. The errors in Scrivener’s text and its depad from the AV1611 that Dr Mrs Riplinger

has revealed invalidate any claim to inerrancyiafallibility for this text*.

*If the AV1611 is used as the basis for comparisSee below.

Similar remarks apply to Beza'd'Edition and its departures from the AV1611, to ebhDr
Waite is forced to admit. See his comments orvBoar's and Beza's texts from P. 52 of his
book above.

Point 5 therefore can only apply to the unknowrrsedor the original, inspired Greek words
of the New Testament that Dr Waite has so far daite disclose. It cannot apply to Scriv-
ener’s text.

All of the above assumes, of course, that inerraanay infallibility for “the Hebrew, Ara-
maic, and Greek Words underlying the King Jame¢eBibre predicated on complete corre-
spondence with th&nglish Text of the AV1611. This appears to be Dr Waitgance on
inerrancy and infallibility according to his statemt on P. 32 of his bookKWhen | preach
God’s Words, | do not criticize or charnigéhe English King James Bible.'SeeDr Waite
and Dr Mrs Riplinger — Preliminary Observations.

*Except for the translation dtheopneustos See comments iDr Waite and ‘Originals
Only’ Inspiration with respect to P. 59 of his book.

However, that is precisely Point 6 above.

The situation is, therefore that tle&actform of Dr Waite’s“inspired, inerrant infallible,
preserved, original Greeland Hebrew/Aramaic\Words” is, despite Dr Waite’s inferences to
the contrary, not actually to be foundany printed editions of those words. Even Dr Waite
is forced to admit that Scrivener’s text is not éxact Greek equivalent to the KJB but only
closest to the KJB, i.e. Point 7 is valid.
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It follows that the form of théinspired, inerrant infallible, preserved, original Greejand
Hebrew/Aramaic)Words” wherever and however it exists to toddgpends entirelpn the
EnglishText of the AV1611, which, according to Dr Waissnptinspired.

See Point 8 above.

That is undeniably the cage spite ofDr Waite’s vehement denial thddr Frederick Scriv-
ener “back-translated his Greek New Testament from the King James Bilimglish” as
follows.

In sum, today, an ‘uninspired’ text, the English 2641, must be relied upon to determine
the content of the ‘inspired’ original languagettean which it is based.

The situation is truly bizarre.

However, it is essentially resolved for the Biblibver by the wisdom and rationality of Dr
Hills. Under-lining is this author’s.

“Hence the King James Version ought to be regandedmerely as a translation of the Tex-
tus Receptus but also as an independent varidheof extus Receptls

It is certainly independent of any subserviencéthe Ben Chayyim Hebrew Text and the
Scrivener’s Greek textthat Dr Waite has imposed on the 1611 AuthorizetyBible, or his
undisclosed source fdtinspired, inerrant infallible, preserved, original Greefland He-
brew/Aramaic]Words” See Dr Waite’s P. 28 comment above.

Addressing aspects of inerrancy and infallibilitged not, of course, answer the charge of
non-inspiration that Dr Waite has levelled agathst Holy Bible but this charge will be an-
swered in the next sectioDy Waite and the KJB not “given by inspiration of God’

The remainder of Dr Waite’s selected comments liog section will now be briefly ad-
dressed.

P. 68“[Galil Riplinger lies by saying that] Dr FrederickScrivener ‘back-translated his
Greek New Testament from the King James Bible'si#ngThat is, he took the English and
turned it into Greek. Nothing could be furtherrfrahe truth! _Scrivener had the Greek edi-
tion of Beza’s %' edition of 1598 and found that this was the Greek that the Kiamds Bi-
ble translators followed with only 190 Exceptiong of over 140,000 Greek Wortls

P. 70“Gall Riplinger lies when she states thabtrivener’s text is therefore the English text
of the KJB, backwards translated into Greék Again, there waso “English text of the
KJB” which was “backwards translated into Greek Scrivener truly was a Greek scholar,
but he did not backwards translatefrom the KIJB English into Greek

Yet Dr Waite gives no indication of whether Dr Semer’s departures from both Beza's text
and the AV1611 were God-guided, yieldiftge original, inspired, inerrant infallible, pre-
served Words of Gouh...GreeK that Dr Waite purports to have. Under-linings @mapha-
sis are this author’s. The reader still does mowvkthe source of Dr Waite’s ‘inspired’ Greek
text.

A startling observation now emerges from Dr WaiteR. 68, 70 comments.

Dr Waite cannot agree to any back translation ef AV1611 into Greek, even if a perfect
match between the two texts was achieved. As atelit; the result would clearly mean that
the AV1611 English was the determinant of ‘the ioad) Greek’ instead of the other way
around, a situation that Dr Waite could never cenahce.

He professes on P. 52 of his book, see abtvemly believe that | have the originaln-
spired, inerrant, infallible, preserved Words of d&>m...Greek.” These words could not be
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“original” if they came into print via an English translatievhich by definition is not the
“original .”

However,worse stillfor Dr Waite, the resulting Greek text would natyobe atranslation
and Dr Waite is adamant that, P idspiration [was] never repeated in_arnyanslation in
the past, in the present, or in the futurebut atranslationof atranslationand therefore not
only notinspired but indeedoubly notinspired.

The result is clearly not God-guidetkor God is not the author of confusion”l Corin-
thians 14:33. Dr Waite seems perilously closectuaing that distinction, however.

Dr Scrivener's own comments are useful at this fyciee reference above.

He states the following, emphases are this authoi@oubtless [the Translators] rested
mainly on the later editions of Beza's Greek Testatmwhereof his fourth (1589) was
somewhat more highly esteemed than his fifth (1598 production of his extreme old age.
But besides thes#he Complutensian Polyglottogether withthe several editions of Eras-
mus, and Stephen’s of 1550were constantly resorted toOut of the 252 passages exam-
ined in Appendix Ewhere the differences between the texts of thesekbas sufficient to
affect, however slightly, the language of the vensj our translators abide wittBeza
against Stephen in 113 placewith Stephen against Beza in 5%vith the Complutensian,
Erasmus, or the Vulgate against both Stephen andz8én 8Q..

“On certain occasions, it may b#e Translators yielded too much to Beza’'s somewdaiat
bitrary decisions but they lived at a time when his name was thg heghest among Re-
formed theologians, when means for arriving atreashependent judgment were few and scat-
tered, and whethe first principles of textual criticism had yebtbe gathered from a long
process of painful induction His most obvious and glaring errors their good sensasily
enabled them to avoi¢cf. Matt. i.23; John xviii.20).”

Dr Scrivener clearly didn't regard Beza's text asrrant and infallible. He also claims that
the King James translators held Bezd"sElition in higher esteem than hi§, ®ven though
Scrivener used that edition to compile his own,clhitself departs from the AV1611 on a
small but appreciable number of instances, whichMBs Riplinger has listed in detail, such
that Dr Hills’s conclusion above is the only reasiole one.

Taken together, these discrepancies, along withpthet-by-point discussion above on Dr
Waite’s assertions abotthe original, inspired inerrant, infallible, preserved Words of God
in...Greek” for the New Testament* (of which Points 1, 2, 4irbrelation to Scrivener) have
been invalidated and Point 8 will be in the nexdtiem) lead this author to the following in-
evitable conclusion.

*See Dr Waite's P. 28 comment above.

Dr Waite’'s New Testament Greek text consistinghef“original, inspired, inerrant, infalli-
ble, preserved Words of God in...Greekists only in his mind. It has not existed iality

for centuries, as Dr Mrs Riplinger succinctly expd”, this author's emphases. Note that it
was Dr Mrs Riplinger who first mentioned the expgiea Dead Bible Societyhat this author
has used in the title for this response.

“The desire to appear intelligent or superior byfeging to ‘the Greek’ and downplaying the
common man’s Bible, exposes a naivety concernirfyak history and those documents
which today’s pseudo-intellectuals call ‘the crétidext,” ‘the original Greek,” the ‘Majority
Text,” or the ‘Textus Receptuslhere existed a true original Greek (i.e. Majorifiyext, Tex-
tus Receptus). Itis not in print and never wilebbecause it is unnecessary. No one on the
planet speaks first century Koine Greek, so Godimsshed with it He needs ndJead Bi-
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ble Societyto translate it into “everyday English,” using ¢hsame corrupt secularised lexi-
cons used by the TNIV, NIV, NASB and H@}$®man Christian Standard Bible]God has
not called readers to check his Holy Bible for esto He has called his Holy Bible to check
us for errors.”

Nor does God need Dr Waite’s ‘Greek’ fihe proper interpretation of difficult passages”
in the 1611 English Holy Bible, P. 32 of his boske comment above. That kind of interpre-
tation is achieved according to the scriptural @pte of 1 Corinthians 2:13.

“Which things also we speak, not in_the wordghich man's wisdom teacheth, but which
the Holy Ghost teacheticomparing spiritual things with spiritual

Because as the Lord Jesus Christ Himself said him $063,“The words that | speak unto
you, they are spiritand they are lifé’

These words exist today as any available copyldfld Authorized King James Holy Bible.

SeeDr Waite and Dr Mrs Riplinger — Preliminary Observations and Dr Waite and
‘Originals Only’ Inspiration .

The Lord in Ezekiel 14:3 describes Dr Waite’s caiodi exactly®.

“Son of man, these men_have set up their idols reir_ heart, and put the stumblingblock
of their iniquity before their face: should I be equired of at all by them?”

No.

In sum, the following points have emerged from gestion with respect to Dr Waite’s atti-
tude to inspiration of the scriptures.

1. Dr Waite has still not disclosed his sources fer dhiginalinspiredHebrew, Aramaic
and Greek words of scripture available today. €haslude the lexicons that he in-
sists he uses and are ficorrupt,” P. 27, but he fails to specify them. See remarks
Dr Waite and Dr Mrs Riplinger — Preliminary Observations.

2. Dr Waite has specified some Hebrew and Greek @xdfable today, i.e. Ben Chay-
yim’s, Beza’s and Scrivener’s but he et said that they are inspired, only tipee-
served”original Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek words of script

3. Dr Waite insists that these available Hebrew aneetexts underlie the AV1611 but
by inspection of Dr Mrs Riplinger’s research an@meDr Scrivener’'s, see above they
are notperfecti.e. infallible, inerrant Hebrew, Aramaic and Gtesjuivalents of the
AV1611 English Text (and certainly ntihspired.”) His position is therefore incon-
sistent in this respect.

4. Dr Waite has to disavow any ‘back translation’ frén1611 English into Greek, if
for no other reason, because as a translationydingoto his stance, it could be not
inspired.

5. The only reasonable conclusion is that Dr Waiteiginal, inspired, preserved He-
brew, Aramaic and Greek scriptures exist only srhind.

For most of the Body of Christ, that is not a gautérly helpful place for the scripture to be.
This author suggests that seven aspects of ‘thekGsbould be kept in mind.

1. A single, definitive Greek text does not e¥istDr Waite has his definitive Greek text
(somewhere) but other Greek expositors have theirs.
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2. New Testament Greek is a dead language. See Quéslisted inDr Waite and
‘Originals Only’ Inspiration .

Even Dr DiVietrd” is forced to admit thdBiblical Greek is a dead language He
appears to consider its demiséia®levant.” On the contrary, it is most relevant, as
1 Peter 1:23 show$The word of God...livethand abidethfor ever”

Dr DiVietro espouses the error in this part of i@k of supposing that contemporary
non-Biblical literature can be used to find the megs of how words are used in
scripture, e.g. Shakespeare for the AV1611. DisHistates.

“The English of the King James Version is not thmglih of the early 17 century.
To be exact, it is not a type of English that wesrespoken anywhere. It is biblical
English, which was not used on ordinary occasioreneby the translators who pro-
duced the King James Version. As H. Wheeler Robi(940) pointed out, one need
only compare the preface written by the translateith the text of their translation to
feel the difference in style. And the observatioh®V. A. Irwin (1952) are to the
same purport. The King James Version, he remimsgowes its merit, not to 17
century English — which was very different — buttgofaithful translation of the
original. Its style is that of the Hebrew and bétNew Testament Greek. Even in
their use of thee and thou the translators werefalidwing 17"-century English us-
age but biblical usage, for at the time these tlatmss were doing their work these
singular forms had already been replaced by thegblyou in polite conversation.”

David W. Norrig® has this to say.

“Shakespeare certainly knew how to use Englishheualso knew how to be vulgar,
suggestive, and anything but pure-minded in hisingi Rather than being so much
influenced by itself the language around it, theéh&dsed Version has given to the
English language many words, phrases, and provefibhas] had an impact on
English prose that remains to this day.

“The 1611 Bible was never the ‘modern version’tefday. The Authorised Version
possesses its own unique English. It gave to Emdgir more than it took from it...

“Bible words must be defined for us by the way they used in the Bible itself.
Scripture is its own lexicofseeThe Language of the King James Biatelln Awe of
Thy Word Parts 1-4, both by Dr Mrs Riplingerlt.is for preachers of the Word to
explain and expound these words according to theny specific biblical usage,
which will often be different from their seculareusFor example, dikaiosune is trans-
lated ‘righteousness’ in our Authorised Versiont lou English translations of the
Greek philosopher, Plato, the same word is tramslajustice’. Dikaiosune when
used in Scripture means to be right before Godhegoas we ought before God, to
stand in a right relationship to Him. Used in Riait means to be right with our fel-
lowmen, to be as we ought with other men. In 8meépthe word is directed towards
God, in Plato towards men.”

Note in the above th&tcomparing spiritual things with spiritual’ 1 Corinthians 2:13
in anEnglish1611 Holy Bible will define how words are usedtle scriptures. See
discussion orfouches” in Dr Waite and Dr Mrs Riplinger — Preliminary Obser-
vations. Dr Waite’s method, as outlined on P.“8%hen | preach God’s Words, | do
not criticize or change the English King James &ibll illuminate and give many
other acceptable and accurate meanings that thastedors could have written
down” is neither necessary (especially not for a nomaKdbreek-speaking congrega-
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tion, which is 100% of present day congregations) safe, as Dr Mrs Riplinger
shows inHazardous Materialsind as David Norris has outlined above.

. New Testament Greek was a stage in the developafighe scriptures, Psalm 12:6,
7. See Dr Mrs Riplinger's comment above dbd Waite and the Imaginary
‘Original Bible,” Unidentified in Print , with respect to God'’s bringing forth of ver-
nacular Bibles in many languages; Latin, Syriacthi®y German and English etc.
That stage has been superseded by the Biblicaldbngfi the AV1611.

. No command exists anywhere in scripture that reguine Christian to return tthe
Original Sacred Tonguesto find out what God said. Neither Dr Waite’s exjion

of “PASA GRAPHE THEOPNEUSTQSP. 59 nor his opinions on once-only inspira-
tion constitute such a command to all Bible readeggtainly not for this author. See
Dr Waite and ‘Originals Only’ Inspiration .

. Unless the Christian undertakes intensive study averotracted period, in order to
become conversant with New Testament Greek, he ralysbn a vernacular transla-
tion, otherwise he will encounter the dangers oicwtDr Mrs Riplinger has warned
in Hazardous Material®r be compelled to look towards ‘illuminators’ dilor Waite
and others as ‘Protestant popes,* or both. Eitisgy, he is ‘back to square one,’ as
the saying goes.

*Akin to 33 Degree Royal Arch Masons, i.e. only those who'eerbinducted into
‘the mysteries’ actually know ‘absolute truth.’

. This author estimates that, all things considetteel ordinary church-goer would have
to spend up to eighteen months to two years ohsgive study to acquire a working
knowledge of New Testament Greek (and more for el@band Aramaic). What
then? Is he going to give scripture readings iae®y teach Bible classes in Greek or
encourage young people to memorise verses in Gvaakh would still have to be
acknowledged as a dead language as in Point 2 @b&lleof which seems impracti-
cal to this author, in the light of 1 Corinthiang:4, “So likewise ye, except ye utter
by the tongue words easy to be understood, howlshake known what is spoken?
for ye shall speak into the air

. Dr DiVietro’s calumny notwithstanding, Dr Mrs Ripljer's workHazardous Materi-
als contains many detailed warnings about the untrmshwy nature of contemporary
Greek sources. Her conclusions have received emgmt support from the work of
David Norris in the UK. See Point 2 above. Theig€ttan would therefore be wise to
avoid these sources in seeking to kritihve scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21.
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Dr Waite and the KJB not “given by inspiration of God”
Introductory Remarks

Dr Waite’s stance on the inspiration, or otherwiskthe AV1611 will now be addressed.
The citations given below from his book are typic8lee theAppendix for the full list. Un-
der-linings are this author’s, with reference te goints that will be addressed.

P. iii “We use and defend the King James Bible

The DBS, Dead Bible Society, just don't believastall scripture...given by inspiration of
God”

Hebrews 4:12 staté$or the word of Godis gquick and powerfu] and sharper than any
twoedged sword, piercing even to the dividing aseindf soul and spirit, and of the joints
and marrow, and is a discerner of the thoughts amtents of the heart

Regardless of any profession to the contrary, DitéWaould deny that versa Englishor in
any vernacular translation. If inspiration is rfidd by translation*, then no translation can
be either‘quick” or*“the word of God” Neither can it bé&powerful.”

*See statement in thatroduction , commenting on PP. 2, 52 of Dr Waite’s bodtor if, as
Dr Waite asserts, God’s ‘original’ Hebrew, Aramasnd Greek words underlying the
AV1611 are no longefgiven by inspiration of God”once they are changed into another
form* by translation, then they no longer hdtke life of God” Ephesians 4:18 and cannot
be said to béthe word of God which liveth and abideth for evefl’ Peter 1:23.

*Even though the Lord Jesus Christ could app&aanother form” Mark 16:12 and still be
the Lord Jesus Christ.

A translation such as the AV1611 can therefore tel§the word of men”and emphatically
not “in truth, the word of God, which effectually workietalso in you that believel Thes-
salonians 2:13b.

Therefore, if Dr Waite is correct, no-one has dvad the Holy Bible a%he word of God”
or ever could have unless they have an ‘illumiridie Dr Waite who could disseminate to
them, P. 28;My “ Holy Bible"...God’s fully “inspired’ original Words of Hebrew, Aramaic,
and Greek.”

Such a ‘Bible’ has never existed, between two cav&ee remarks undBr Waite and the
Imaginary ‘Original Bible,” Unidentified in Print .

See also the 9 questions for Dr Waite listeBinVaite and ‘Originals Only’ Inspiration .
Therefore the words of the Lord Jesus Christ inkvial 3 apply to Dr Waite and the DBS.

“Making the word of God of none effect through youradition, which ye have delivered:
and many such like things do ye

The last clause shows that the context is notdidiio that which isCorban” Mark 7:11-12.

P. 3“This HERESY view is held by Gail Riplinger, Peter Ruckman, amany of their fol-
lowers. What is this view? THHERESY view believes that in 1611, when the King James
Bible was published, (contrary to all truth and Bl doctrine) God performed asecond
inspiration.” Because of this, their so-called verbal plenamgpiration of the King James
Bible supplants the Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Waiven by God Himself as inferior
and exalts the verbal plenary inspiration of the@g¢{Uames Bible as superior.”

The scripture reveals not onlg “ second inspiratiofi’ but athird inspiration, as Dr Gipp
shows®, emphases are the author’s.
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“Just how much valueloesGod put on the originals? To get the answer wetraxplore
several chapters in the book of Jeremiah beginmiitg the famous passage in chapter 36
concerning the roll that Jeremiah had written.

“In verse 21 the roll is brought before King Jehkim and read by his servant Jehudi. Ac-
cording to verse 23 Jehudi read three or four leaged King Jehoiakim cut it up with a pen-
knife and cast it into the fire on the hearth uritivas destroyed.

“Thus ends ORIGINAL #1!

“Then the Lord moved Jeremiah to rewrite the rotldeng some words to it. (Jeremiah
36:32).

“Thus ORIGINAL #2 is born.

“We are shown the text of this second original @meiniah 45-51 where it is reproduced for
our benefit. Jeremiah told Seraiah to read thil when he came into Babylon. (Jeremiah

51:59-61). Then Jeremiah instructed Seraiah, afterfinished reading the roll, tbind a
stone to it and cast it into the Euphrates rivgleremiah 51:63)!

“Thus ends ORIGINAL #2!

“But wait! We have a copy of the text of the inlchapters 45-51. Where did it come from?
It came from aopyof original #2 which we can only call ORIGINAL #3!

“So there are two very big problems for those wkieremphasize the “originals”.

“(1) Every Bible ever printed with a copy of Jerafmiin it has a text in chapters 45-51 which
is translated from a copy of the “second” original, ORIGINAL #3.

“(2) Secondly, NO ONE can overlook the fact thad@lidn't have thdeastbit of interest in
preservingthe “original” once it had been copied and its reage delivered. So WHY
should we put more of an emphasis on the origitrede God does? An emphasis which is
plainly unscriptural.

“Thus, since we have the text of the “originals’gserved in the King James Bible we have
no need of the originals, even if thegreavailable.”

Clearly God can perforrfa “ second inspiratiofi’ or even ahird inspiration. The remain-
der of this section will address three main tojricthe following sub-sections.

1. Dr Waite’s insistence that the AV1611 is ribtperfect” because it has undergone
various editions.

2. Dr Waite’s insistence that the AV1611 fsot “inspired by God” or “God-
breathed™

3. Testimonies to the inspiration of the AV1611, Dr W& mean-spirited insistence to
the contrary notwithstanding.

Dr Waite’s comments will be grouped at the begignih subsections 1 and 2, followed by
this author’s responses. Subsection 3 will stdodea as little additional comment is neces-
sary.
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The ‘not ““perfect™ AV1611

P. 2"l believe the King James Bible can be describedhasonly true, reliable, and accurate
Englishtranslation of the preserved, originalnspired, inerrant, infallible, perfect, pure He-
brew, Aramaic, and Greek Words which underlielido not believe anyone should use these
seven adjectiveéin their strictest definitions) for any translatis in any language of the
world.”

P. 25" Perfectiori’ of translation is not possible Only God has perfection” He is “per-
fect” Gail Ludwig Latessa Kaleda Riplinger falselylieses that the King James Bible is
“ perfect” Well, is that the A.V. 1611 translation withet®pocryphawhich has all sorts of
lies, contradictions and false teachings? Or ith#é second edition of the King James Bible
that is “perfect”? Or is it the third edition of the King James Ribhat is perfe@ Or is it
the fourth editio? Or is it the fifth editio@ Or is it the sixth editioh Or is it the seventh
edition?”

P. 26“l_believe the word, perfection” is a word we can only use when referring to God
Almighty. | stand for the King James Bible, but | donkelito use the wordgerfect for it.

All you have to do is find one place where it i$ ‘herfect” God alone is perfect There
have been many printers’ errors in the King JaméseBinitially. They were notgerfect”
There are hundreds of differences in the variousaes of the King James Biblé/NVhich one
can you say is perfect” Publishers in the USA have many different spgki of words.
Which spelling is perfect ?”

P. 32“The King James Bible has gone through seven diffeeditions The original 1611
edition had the Apocrypha in it which is filled Wwierrors and false teachingsDoes she
think that this was inspired by God? If not, whadhthe other six editions, revised by man,
was inspired by Gddl Which printed edition of the present seventli@diwas inspired by
God? 1s it the one published by Nelson PRIBy Moody PressBy Zondervan Pre8s By
Cambridge Presz By Oxford Presz Or by some other press which has many diffeence
with the other publishers?”

P. 40“The three words, true, reliable, and accurateare three words describing what |
consider the King James Bible to be. What aboubfathe hundreds of changes that have
been made in the King James Bible from 1611 tgptkeen? If it were “perfect” why all

the change® | use the word gerfect when referring to things that God Almighty does.
God’s Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Words are “perféct

P. 53“The Scrivener text, which underlies our King Janigble has nothing to do with the
matter of the perfection and inspiration of the KJB The Greek Words underlying the
KJB are perfect and inspiredlt is false for Gail Riplinger to say that thel& and many
other Bibles since Acts 2 (possibly due to her iptessPentecostal/Charismatic background),
were given by verbal plenary inspiratioMhis is pure theologiclERESY. If Gail Riplin-
ger believes this about the KJB, which one is alieng about since there are at least seven
official “editions” with hundreds of changes and myadifferent printings with multiple
printers’ errors and differences in thentf it is the original AV 1611, she has the peabl of
God "inspiring” the errors of the Apocryphalt is a ridiculous and unfounded position.”

The first observation about the above set of comsnenthat of an inconsistency on Dr
Waite’s part. He insists throughout tHatPerfectiori’ of translation is not possiblé How-
ever, on P. 32, see below, he declares“¥WWden | preach God’s Words, | do not criticize or
change the English King James BibleSee also point-by-point discussionDn Waite and
‘the Greek'.
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Which edition of the AV1611 is Dr Waite referring He doesn’t say but its wording must
be perfect if it is, according to Dr Waite, abovier criticism or amendment. Perfection of
this particular edition must therefore have been addeidr Waite’s assertion to the contrary
notwithstanding.

Further, on P. 88 of his book Dr Waite has assimedeaders thdtin the subtitle of my
book, DEFENDING THE KING JAMES BIBLE, | call it "G WORDS KEPT INTACT IN
ENGLISH” See remarks iBr Waite and ‘Originals Only’ Inspiration .

Whichever edition of the AV1611 that Dr Waite isereing must be unimpaired, at least with
respect to its text, i.e. perfect, if it has beeptkintact. Yet Dr Waite insists, PP. 2, 25 that
“ Perfectiori of translation is not possible.”

Therefore, if Dr Mrs Riplingeffalsely believes that the King James Bible effect” then
so does Dr Waite, at least with respect to the imgrdne particular though unidentified edi-
tion.

Once again, therefore, he has left the Bible beligwith“an uncertain sound” 1 Corinthians
14:8. See remarks under Waite and ‘the Greek’.

It is ironic that Dr Waite says that the AV161lbisth perfect and imperfect on the very same
page, P. 32. See also remark®mWaite and the Imaginary ‘Original Bible,” Uniden ti-

fied in Print. Dr Waite statesGail Riplinger has not and cannot prove that thed<dames
Bible was inspired by God.'He then states on the same payyaaen | preach God’s Words,

| do not criticize or change the English King JarBdsle.”

Except that by declaringhe English King James Bibleto be uninspired, see his P. 2 com-
ment above, Dr Waite lumps the Holy Bible amongst‘tead works” from which men are
supposed to purge their consciences in orttesérve the living GodHebrews 9:14.

This is as severe a criticism of the Holy Bibletagets for a King James Bible believer who
believes that the Lord has magnified His Book abeilehis name, Psalm 138:2 and Dr
Waite’s double standard on the AV1611 brings todvtlre Lord’s rebuke in Matthew 23:27-
28.

“Woe unto you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocritest ye are like unto whited sepulchres,
which indeed appear beautiful outward, but are withfull of dead men's bones, and of all
uncleanness. Even so ye also outwardly appear teglis unto men, but within ye are full
of hypocrisy and iniquity.”

Dr Waite’s problem with the Apocrypha is easilyagk®d by means of Article VI of the
Church of England Articles of Religioh after which statement cited below, the 14 Apocry-
phal books are listed.

“And the other books...the Church doth read for exangp life and instruction of manners;
but yet doth it not apply them to establish anytudioe.”

Dr Gipp’? adds thatIn the days when our Bible was translated the Appba was accepted
reading based on its historical value, though notepted as Scripture by anyone outside of
the Catholic church. The King James translatoes¢fiore placed it BETWEEN the OIld and
New Testaments for its historical benefit to itaders. They did not integrate it into the Old
Testament text...”

Moreover, the title page of the 1611 AV1611 carchecked onlin®. The title page states,
in modern spelling and scriptThe Holy Bible Containing The Old Testament ande Th
New” The Apocrypha isotsaid to be part dthe holy scriptures”2 Timothy 3:15.
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Further, as Dr Scriven®rreports, in 1615, the then Archbishop of Canterb@eorge Ab-
bot, imposed a penalty of a year's imprisonmentifoission of the Apocrypha from printed
Bibles. In a letter to this authdrdated & April 1986, the then Editorial Secretary of the
TBS, Mr A.J. Brown, states thaAbbot’s directive applied not only to the Authats Ver-
sion but to ALL printed Bibles, i.e. including tBeneva Bible...throughout the™ 6entury it
was standard practice for the Apocrypha to be ideldiin all English Bibles.”

Mr. Brown states further that, Abbot’s directivetwihstanding,’Several editions of the AV
did appear without the Apocrypha between 1611 &&D’1 but by insertion of the Apocry-
pha between the Testaments of the first and seediiibn, i.e. 1611, AV1611s, the King
James translators were simply following establighedttice for the time. In view of the atti-
tude of the church hierarchy of the time, they wads® obeying Romans 13:1‘toe subject
unto the higher power$ The same would apply to later editions contairiimg Apocrypha
until it was dropped altogether, in today’s AV16dditions.

Ironically, Dr Waite states in his earlier watkhat the 1611 King James Bible did contain
the Apocrypha between the Old and New Testamenkssésy but not as scripture. It ap-
pears in that earlier work that Dr Waite did notgeéve the inclusion of the Apocrypha in the
early editions of the AV1611 as making the textsafipture imperfect any more than the
inclusion of Bible maps in contemporary AV1611sttim@orrectly mark the path of the Exo-
dusaroundthe Red Sea instead of through it*.

*For interest, this sif€ shows aorrectmap, published in the year 1712.

Dr Waite regrettably fails to mention any of théaets to his readers in his latest work and
his objections to the inclusion of the Apocryphaanrly editions of the AV1611 are therefore
misleading.

So are his objections to the various editions ef #/1611. He claims that because the
AV1611 has undergone numerous editions, that ithenoeason it cannot & perfect™

Dr Waite is concerned, for example, abtmany printers’ errors in the King James Bible
initially” and“the hundreds of changes that have been made irKihg James Bible from
1611 to the present.’See his PP. 26, 40 comments above.

It doesn’t seem to have occurred to Dr Waite thatgrinters’ errors” to be genuine errors,

acorrect, or perfect text must exist for these errors to be open toection. Otherwise, the

errors could not be errors. An analogy is thas itmpossible to counterfeit a $3 bill (£s 2),
because genuine$3 does not exist and never has.

So the very fact ofmany printers’ errors in the King James Bible iaily” is itself an indi-
cation that a perfect King James Text must emenge these printers’ errors have been cor-
rected. Dr Waite’s objections tthe hundreds of changes that have been made ifKihg
James Bible from 1611 to the preseRt’40, will be addressed below.

Dr Hills comment?® as follows with respect to the various editionshef AV1611.
“...Which King James Version?—A Feeble Rebuttal

“Opponents of the King James Version often tryefute us by asking us which edition of the
King James Version we receive as authoritativer é&@ample, a professor in a well known

Bible school writes as follows: “With specific redace to the King James translation, | must
ask you which revision you refer to as the onedabcepted? It has been revised at least
three times. The first translation of 1611 inclddbe Apocrypha, which | do not accept as
authoritative.”
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“This retort, however, is very weak. All the edits of the King James Version from 1611
onward are still extant and have been examined teiplby F. H. A. Scrivener and other
careful scholars. Aside from printers’ errors, seeeditions differ from each other only in
regard to spelling, punctuation, and, in a few @agitalics. Hence any one of them may be
used by a Bible-believing Christian. The fact thane of them include the Apocrypha is be-
side the point, since this does not affect theauaacy in the Old and New Testaments.”

This autho?® has summarised the work of various researchers neitpect to different edi-
tions of the AV1611. It should be noted that ihcdlhis objections to the perfection of the
Holy Bible because it underwent a number of edgjddr Waite fails to give a single exam-
ple of how differences between editions have ledrperfections and errors. By contrast,
the other researchers whose work this author hasnsuised have addressed these differ-
ences in detail.

Extracts from that summary follow, with some amepdis and additional material.

“Dr Ruckman’s book on the variations in the Editioaf the AV161%...[cites] the conclu-
sions of the Committee on Versions to the Boaftdaiagers of the American Bible Society
in 1852.

““The results of the God-honoured, God-blessed sens of the original 1611 text are as
follows:

““That the edition of 1611, although prepared witflery great care, was not free from typo-
graphical errors; and that, while most of these aeprrected in the edition of 1613, others
in much greater numbers were then introduced, whale since been removed.

““That the revision of Dr Blayney made by collatirige then current editions of Oxford and
Cambridge with those of 1611 and 1701 had for @#nnobject to restore the text of the Eng-
lish Bible to its original purity: and that this wasuccessfully accomplished.”

“Dr Ruckmarf® continues “What surprises do you suppose thesenfi@ns and tenderfeet
are going to pull on a man who has had an exactyamipthe original 1611 edition (not a
“fairly reasonable” facsimile published by Thoma®lsbn and Sons) for more than twenty
years and an original copy of a 1613 right off iress? Do you suppose someone is going
to try to bamboozle him with “variants in the dréat editions of the King James Bible™?...

“I have Scrivener's complete list of all the vangs in all of the editions of the AV (The
Authorised Edition of the English Bible: Its Sulpsent Reprints and Modern Representa-
tives, Cambridge Press, 1884). You are going fwress us with the differences between the
editions of the AV, are you? You are going to msprus by telling us that there were five or
seven major editions, when we have a list whiclegyiourteen (1612, 1613, 1616, 1617,
1629, 1630 with the King’s printers; then 1640, @66701, 1762, 1769, 1833, 1847-51 and
1858)? You have more “authoritative sources” thatE do on the KING JAMES BIBLE, do
you? Well, | have the complete list of all therades in all of the books of both Testaments,
including FIVE APPENDICES which detail the readirafsthe Greek text used by the AV
translators. Why did | not lose my faith in THE @K after reading every word in this
work? As they say “down home”: “It DO present eopiem, don'’t it?"””

Dr Ruckman concludes, his capitalisatiofid/e know WHOM we have believed (2 Tim.
1:12), we know WHAT we have believed (Acts 24dt),we know WHY we have believed it
(Isa. 43:9-12).”

Dr Waite has not brought forth any witnesses inbaisk to gainsay Dr Ruckman’s stance on
the AV1611, which is essentially Psalm 12:6.
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“The words of the LORD are pure words: as silveied in a furnace of earth, purified
seven times$

God’s word is*for ever...settled in heavenPsalm 119:89 but it wdpurified seven times”

on earth“as silver tried in a furnaceg’ Without enlarging here on the expressfeaven
times” it is clear that the scripture itself shows tttae words of the Lord”were subject to

a multi-stage refining process on eartas silver is refined” Zechariah 13:9. See also 1
Chronicles 29:4, Malachi 3:3. As in an industrigining process, the intermediate products
were perfect at each stage of the process, to tpeeged to the next for further purification
until, in the case of the AV1611, the final purifistage was achieved with the perfected
AV1611s* of today.

*One of which even Dr Waite has, with respect sowrds, because by his own admission,
he won’t change them**, See his P. 32 commenitsudised above.

**Except in 2 Timothy 3:16. See remarks on Dr WatP. 59 comments 0®ASA GRA-
PHE THEOPNEUSTOSIh Dr Waite and ‘Originals Only’ Inspiration .

Dr Grady? adds these comments* on the different editionth®fAV1611, extracts from this
author’s work cited above.

*This author would recommend Dr Grady’s bdékal Authorityas the single most informa-
tive work on the issue of the AV1611, for the bdadnd depth of information contained
therein and ease of readindpid The Catholic Church Give Us The Bibley David W.
Daniels, Chick Publications aricthe Monarch of The Booksy Dr Peter S. Ruckman are also
highly recommended.

““When all else fails, detractors of the King JamBgble will invariably ask their despised

opponents, “WHICH Authorised Version do you beljgkie 1611, 1613, 1767 or perhaps the
1850?” And while their bewildered victims are penidg this troublesome innuendo

(analogous to such nonsense as “Have you quit bgatour wife lately?”), they are sub-

jected to an array of staggering statistics. Qitithe Evangelical scholar Jack Lewis, Key-
lock quotes him as stating:

““Few people realise, for example, that thousand&textual errors have been found in the
KJV. As early as 1659 William Kilburne found 2@@drors in six KJV editions.”

“Reckless statements such as Lewis’ are incredimigleading as the extent of these so-
called “errors” are never explained to be primariljthographical (printing) and ortho-
graphical (spelling) in nature. In 1611, the arftgrinting was an occupation of the utmost
drudgery. With every character being set by handjultitude of typographical errors was
to be expected...

““In addition to printing flaws, there was a contiral change in spelling for which to care.
Lewis did not inform his readers that there wassooh thing as proper spelling in the seven-
teenth century...”

Neither did Dr Waite. Citing researcher Dr Daviddgan, Dr Grady reveals tHdin the
1600’s spelling was according to whim. There wassuach thing as correct spelling. No
standards had been established. An author oftetlespthe same word several different
ways, often in the same book and sometimes orathe page...Not until the eighteenth cen-
tury did the spelling begin to take a stable forfirherefore, in the last half of the eighteenth
century, the spelling of the King James VersiohGifl was standardized.”™

Dr Grady continues, emphases are his.
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“A significant portion of these twenty thousandeitual errors” were in reality nothing

more than changing “darke” to “dark” or “rann” to “ran.” Who but a Nicolataine priest

would categorize as serious revisions the normlbvwieup corrections of mistakes at the
press?

“It is impossible to overstate the duplicity of &u critics who would weaken the faith of
some with their preposterous reports of tens otisods of errors in the Authorised Ver-
sion...In his Appendix A (List of wrong readingsttod Bible of 1611 amended in later edi-
tions) of his informative work, The Authorised Exfitof the English Bible (1611), Its Subse-
guent Reprints and Modern Representatives, Schivesttalogued but a fraction of the in-

flated figures of modern scholarship.

“Excluding marginal alterations and Apocrypha aiys, this author has personally re-
viewed pages 147-194 and counted LESS THAN 800 EORRNS. And even this figure
is misleading when you consider that many of tlséaimces were repetitious in nature. (Six
such changes involved the corrected spellingNathanael” from the 1611'SNathaneel”

in John 1:45-49 and 21:2).

“Whereas Geisler and Nix cited Goodspeed’s denaunoif Dr Blayney’s 1769 Oxford edi-
tion for deviating from the Authorised Version iat‘least 75,000 details,” Scrivener alludes
to less than two hundred as noteworthy of mention.”

Dr Grady adds that, under the guidance of Drs Biis and Samuel Ward, two of the origi-
nal King James translators, 72% of textual varetion the AV1611 editions were resolved
by the year 1638, just over a mere quarter of aucgrafter the publication of the first edi-
tions.

These findings contrast sharply with Dr Waite’sem8en of“all of the hundreds of changes
that have been made in the King James Bible frobi 16 the preserit

Historian Alexander McClufé Dr Ruckman Differences in the King James Version Edi-
tions and Dr Grady report on the work of the Americabl8iSociety in comparing various
editions of the AV1611. The society publishedtbgults of this work in 1852.

Alexander McClure states, his emphases tAatery able Committee of the American Bible
Society, spent some three years in a diligent abhdrious comparison of recent copies of the
best edition of the American Bible Society, antheffour leading British editions, namely,
those of London, Oxford, Cambridge, and Edinburghg also of the original edition of
1611. The number of variations in the text andgbuation of these six copies was found to
fall but little short of twenty-four thousand. Ast amount! Quite enough to frighten us, till
we read the Committee’s assurance, that “of alkthreat numberthere is not one which
mars the integrity of the text, or affects any dooe or precept of the Bibl&”

Dr Ruckman and Dr Grady cite the conclusions ofSbeiety:“The English Bible as left by
the translators has come down to us unaltered speet of its text...With the exception of ty-
pographical errors and changes required by the pesg of orthography in the English lan-
guage, the text of our present Bibles remains ungbd, and without variation from the
original copy as left by the translators...The mnetscopies of the Bible accord throughout
with the edition of 1611.”

Clearly the three-year collation of AV1611 editiacesried out by members of the American
Bible Society decisively refutes Dr Waite's protggins about‘all of the hundreds of
changes that have been made in the King James fBanel1611 to the preseht

A few samples of the more noticeable changes betilee 1611 AV1611 and the current
Cambridge Cameo AV1611 have been listed below. s@fae selections from a list of 30
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verses forwarded to this author some years agmlareh Bible critic (now deceased) as in-
dicating serious changes between AV1611 editiofise full list is; Leviticus 26:40, 2 Sam-
uel 16:8, Psalm 18:47, 42:9, Jeremiah 19:11, Ekelder, 46:23, Matthew 12:23, 13:45,
16:16, 26:36, 75, Mark 2:4, 5:6, 10:18, Luke 1:8;91 22:40, John 5:18, 15:20, Acts 4:27,
6:3, Romans 11:23, 1 Corinthians 4:9, 12:28, 2i@bians 12:2, 1 Timothy 1:4, 4:16, 1 Peter
1:22, 1 John 5:12, 30 verses in all.

The list has been addressed in this author's eamiek®, although comments on 1 Corin-
thians 4:9 should be amended as shown below. Amsdor any confusion arising from the
earlier work with respect to this verse. The sanghlanges follow, with this author's com-
ments from the earlier work, with some amendmemi$ supplemented by dates of the
changes that Dr Scriveriénoted.

Ezekiel 24.7
1611 AV1611 Current Cambridge Cameo AV1611

“she powred it upon the ground to couer it'she poured it not upon the ground, to
with dust” cover it with dust”

“Not” is in the Masoretic Hebrew text, which wousdiggest that the omission in the 1611
reading is a typographical error. This is apparertt only in the first part of verse &he
set it upon the top of a rockbut also in verse 8, which reatishave set her blood upon the
top of a rock, that it should not be covered.”

Dr Scrivener notes that this particular typo wasexied in 1613.
Ezekiel 46:23

1611 AV1611 Current Cambridge Cameo AV1611
“there was a new building round about” “there was a row of building round about”

The context in BOTH Editions indicates that eaclnep of the court was surrounded by
buildings. Of course they were NEW (1611 readititg,whole temple was NEW - it hasn’t
even been built yet. If the buildings wém@und about” a corner, they would have to be in a
ROW. Both readings are correct.

Dr Scrivener notes that the current amendment diaiers1638.
Matthew 12:23

1611 AV1611 Current Cambridge Cameo AV1611
“Is this the sonne of David?” “Is not this the son of David?”

“Meti”, which is “not” in an exclamatory sense as “What(?)”, is found iern®’s TR but is
untranslated, yielding almost the same readinghes1611 Bible. The people’s amazement
in the context shows that BOTH readings have tineessense, although the [current] read-
ing is stronger because it includes the exclamatemn.

The change dates from 1638.
1 Corinthians 4:9
1611 AV1611 Current Cambridge Cameo AV1611

“approved to death” “appointed to death”
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Amended comment: No change in meaning has occuwsedcially insofar as to bap-
pointed” an individual has to b&pproved”

The change dates from 1616.
1 Corinthians 12:28

1611 AV1611 Current Cambridge Cameo AV1611
“helpes in gouernmets” “helps, governments”

A literal rendering of Berry’s TR appears to supjptre [current] reading, so the change
could be typographical.

However, BOTH Editions show thgovernments” was a separate gift, Romans 12:8 and
that “helpers” did help those with responsibility for churépovernment”, such as Paul.
See Romans 16:2, 3, 6, 2 Corinthians 11:28, 1 Tign8t5. Therefore, both readings would
be correct.

The [current] reading simply indicates thédtelps” had a wider ministry than helping only
in church government and reinforces Romans 12:&stMignificantly, the variation does
NOT involve error, in EITHER Edition.

The change dates from 1629.
1 John 5:12

The [contemporary] Edition add®f God” to the second reading tthe Son.” Obviously,
this does NOT alter the meaning of the verse in Ady. “Theou” or “of God” is found in
Berry’'s TR and so the additidns clearly typographical.

*The words“of God” are not an unwarranted textual addition. Theyehswypport from the
Received Text.

Dr Scrivener notes that the addition“of God” dates from 1629 and was retained in 1638
but omitted from some subsequent editions univas firmly established in 1658.

In sum, the quantity, nature and dates of changésden editions of the AV1611 confirm
the conclusion of the American Bible Society in 28Bat” there is not one which mars the
integrity of the text, or affects any doctrine orgrept of the Biblé” Apart from actual
typos, the early AV1611 editions differed only fraifme contemporary ones in that they
needed some refinement that did not amount to @saimgmeaning. No AV1611 edition
could therefore be described as imperfect, althdgkivaite insists in his comments of PP.
25-26 that the changes between various editttmamount to imperfection (except for the
edition that he possesses, which he does‘ardicize or change” see his P. 32 comment
below, (except for the expressidPASA GRAPHE THEOPNEUSTOSSee his P. 59 com-
ment inDr Waite and ‘Originals Only’ Inspiration’))

However, the above discussion has shown that DieA&ignat-straining, Matthew 23:24, in
addition to misleading his readers about the appareiltitude of changes between AV1611
editions.

Yet, as with his comments on the Apocrypha, thistiange because in his earlier Wrlor

Waite says that he only found 421 audible word glearbetween the original and contempo-
rary AV1611s out of 791, 328 words in the Holy Bibl He appears to have regarded this
proportion, 1 in 1880 words, as trifling and stdtasher that only 136 were of any substance.
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Dr Mrs Riplingef’ has since examined these 136 word changes and fban they were
among the early corrections that the King Jamesska#ors e.g. Drs Bois and Ward, see
above, made themselves, no later than the year. 1638

So with respect to both the Apocrypha and wordrmttipg changes in various editions of the
AV1611, Dr Waite is not only gnat straining, Matth@3:24 and misleading his readers, he
is even contradicting his own worRefending the King James Bible

However, Dr Waite further maintains, PP. 25-56 tte#t AV1611 cannot be described as
“ perfect” becauséGod alone is perfect.” Once again, Dr Waite has contradicted him-
self.

P. 2"l believe the King James Bible can be describedhasonly true, reliable, and accurate
Englishtranslation of the preserved, originainspired, inerrant, infallible,perfect pure He-
brew, Aramaic, and Greek Words which underlie it.”

P. 40l use the word ‘perfect when referring to things that God Almighty doeSod’s He-
brew, Aramaic, and Greek Words are “perfect.”

P. 53“The Greek Words underlying the KJB grerfectand inspired.”

Having asserted thaGod alone is perfect’Dr Waite must qualify this statement by attribut-
ing perfection td'‘God’s Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Wortls Otherwise he would not be
able to insist on P. 52, this author's empha¥efs;mly believe that | have theriginal, in-
spired inerrant, infallible, preserved Words of Gad Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek.”

However, by doing so, he has overlooked 2 Timotiiy’ 2and the remainder of 2 Timothy
3:16, the verse on which Dr Waite focused so muténaon with respect to the phrase
“PASA GRAPHE THEOPNEUSTOS See théAppendix for his comments on PP. 2, 24, 28,
40, 59.

2 Timothy 3:16, 17 statéAll scripture is given by inspiration of God, ant profitable for
doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruébn in righteousnessThat the man of God
may be perfectthroughly furnished unto all good work$

Note the strong wortthroughly” as against the weaker wditthoroughly” as found in the
NIV, NKJV.

Does Dr Waite insist that all members of the Boflbrist must become conversant in He-
brew, Aramaic and Greek before scripture can bétpbde to them, as described by verse 16
and perfecthem for the accomplishment ol good works’ as in verse 17? Or does he
believe that this responsibility can be satisfatatischarged by ‘illuminators’ like himself?
See remarks iDr Waite and the Imaginary ‘Original Bible,” Uniden tified in Print and
the questions at the endDf Waite and ‘the Greek’.

Has Dr Waite taken no notice of Paul's exhortationg Corinthians 14:6-9 that have direct
application to written words today as well as tos# spoken in tongues in th&dentury as a
sign to unbelieving Jews, 1 Corinthians 1:227?

“Now, brethren, if | come unto you speaking withrigues,_ what shall | profit youexcept |
shall speak to you either by revelatipor by knowledgeor by prophesyingor by doc-
trine?... So likewise ye, except ye utter by the tonmgrds easy to be understgodow
shall it be known what is spoken? for ye shall sgeato the air.”

How is the expressiotPASA GRAPHE THEOPNEUSTOSupposed to bavords easy to
be understood’compared tdgiven by inspiration of God"for “the man of God” who seeks
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to “profit... by revelation, or by knowledge, or by gqwhesying, or by doctrine’so that he
“may be perfect’but who is not conversant with Koine Greek?

Would Dr Waite please produce ‘chapter and verseshow why such an individual should
acquire an understanding of Koine Greek, such a@/Bite professes to have, and is defying
God if he doesn't?

Dr Waite does not address these pertinent questinodsyet again he has left the Bible be-
liever with“an uncertain sound” 1 Corinthians 14:8.

The context of 2 Timothy 3:16, 17 therefore sholat Dr Waite has once again disparaged
the 1611 Authorized King James Holy Bible and #itles faithful vernacular translations by
insisting that they are imperfect.

Finally for this section, note Dr Waite’'s strangatement on P. 53The Scrivener text,
which underlies our King James Bh has nothing to do with the matter of theetfection
and inspiration of the KJB” The Greek Words underlying the KJB are perfant in-
spired”

See remarks iDr Waite and ‘the Greek’ and note that again, he does not explicitly del t
Scrivener‘inspired” and he does not precisely identify the currente®of the'perfect and
inspired” Greek words underlying the KJB.

This is yet anothetuncertain sound” from Dr Waite that the Bible believer can reasdyab
ignore.



47

The ‘not “inspired by God” AV1611

P. 7*Gail Ludwig Latessa Kaleda Riplinger...defendsiiadent King James Bible than | do.
Her Bible is a verbal plenary inspiration of thedish King James Bible. This is inspiration
HERESY. My Bible is the King James Bible whichnst “inspired by God” or “God-
breathed” but is the only accurate, reliable, and trtranslation of the preserved, inerrant,
inspired, God-breathedperfect Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek Words on whichbased.”

P. 31"As for those of us who disagree with HERESY on her “Holy Bible” (that is her
King James Bible) fesenting its authority’ our final and ultimate ‘authority” is the He-
brew, Aramaic, and Greek Words that underlie theg<iames Bible. This genuine and final
“authority,” Gail Riplinger despises. This is a blatant lidhat’s false._We strongly believe
in the King James Bible'sduthority,” but we deny heHERESY about its ‘inspiration by
God™

P. 32“The original languages that God breathed-out gttie English nuances, illustrations
and shades of meaningrhe grammatical rules of those languages givéhén assistance in
the proper interpretation of difficult passageshéi | preach God’s Words, | do not criticize
or change the English King James Biblkilluminate and give many other acceptable and
accurate meanings that the translators could haxittem down Gail Riplinger despises the
use of any other word than that given by the Kiaignds translators. This is ridiculous.”

P. 33“l stand for the King James Bible as the Word @d3n English but underlying it are
not “two weak legs of Greek and Hebregiv The Greek and Hebrewand a few Aramaic)
Words of the Old and the New Testaments are tloagtst legs on which we can stand.
They are ‘legs given to us by the everlasting, omnipotent, orieist, omnipresent Triune
God Himself. They were the legs used by the Kamged Bible translators. Thesée{s
are stronger than any translation in the world, luding the King James Bible and all of the
other “pure’ Bibles Gail Riplinger believes were given by varplenary inspiration.”

“This is herHERESY. The King James Bible is only an excelkeahslation of those Words
rather than the Words themselves. How wicked i Rglinger for castigating the very He-
brew, Aramaic, and Greek Words of God and repla¢irem for English words as being in-
spired by God and Godbreathé&d!

P. 35“The King James Bible is notifispired’...The word inspired is only used for the
Words that God Himself breathed-out, not that whtén has merely translatedGod did
not breathe-out English or any other modern languagod only breathed-out and inspired
the Old and New Testament Words of Hebrew, Aramait Greek.”

P. 36“Neither the DBS Executive Committee or the DBSigadty Council will ever call the
King James Bible “inspired of God,” “given by ingption of God,” “verbally inspired,”
“inspired,” or “God-breathed” at any time or in anplace”

P. 51"“Gail Riplinger defines heHERESY clearly in this quotation. She calls God's own
“ Traditional Masoretic Hebrew Text and the Traditiah ReceivedGreek Text as “Two
Weak Legs' In this way, she is clearly exalting the EndlliKing James Bible translation by
men (which she believes were given by verbal plenaspiration) as superior over God’s
own Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Words. This is pdiERESY! Shame on her for this
blasphemy!”

P. 52“Gail Riplinger's “solid and perfect Holy Bibléis her alleged English King James
Bible. Neither I, nor the BIBLE FOR TODAY, nor fhean Burgon Society have abandoned
our defense of the King James Bible. But we dealbtt inspired of God or God-breathed
She is exalting man’s Englisks being superior to God's Hebrew, Aramaic and €kre




48

Words. In effect, Gail Riplinger believes in afibaition of man and his works as superior to
Almighty God and His worksThis iSHERESY and blasphemy!”

P. 64“Those [in] church pews...should not believe i® thienary verbal inspiration of the
King James Bible which is Gail Riplinget4ERESY. God did not write or give the words
of the King James BibleMen did For Gail Riplinger to say that the King Jame®IBiwas
given by plenary verbal inspiration, she would h&veay that God produced false doctrine
for putting the error-ridden Apocrypha in the AA611 Does she admit this moral flaw in
God? | hope not WHICH KING JAMES BIBLE DOES SHE THINK WAS GIVEN BY
PLENARY VERBAL INSPIRA[T]ION? The King James Bible has undergone hundreds of
different printings and has had at least seven megwisions. Each printing and each edi-
tion is different. This shows the foolishness etidving that anytranslation was given by
plenary verbal inspiration. It is the GRAPHE, (Helw, Aramaic and Greek Words)= under-
lying the King James Bible that were given by plgnaerbal inspiration and were God-
breathed (THEOPNEUSTOS).”

PP. 84-85'What | strongly object to is Peter Ruckman and IG@iplinger who believe the
HERESY that the King James Bible was given by verbal pletaspiration! This is double
inspirationHERESY...”

Most of Dr Waite says above is clearly unsubstéedialogma. See comments undée
‘not “perfect™ AV1611 for the response to his questioW HICH KING JAMES BIBLE
etc’ and comments und®r Waite and ‘Originals Only’ Inspiration andDr Waite and
the Imaginary ‘Original Bible,” Unidentified in Pri nt concernindg'the preserved, inerrant,
inspired, God-breathed perfect Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek Words on wiich KJB] is
based.”

This author would question the wisdom of Dr Waiteisistence thatThe original lan-
guages that God breathed-out give the English negsnitlustrations and shades of mean-
ing...When | preach God’s Words, | do not criticoerechange the English King James Bible.
| illuminate and give many other acceptable anduaate meanings that the translators
could have written down.”

“The king's word” 2 Samuel 24:4 is well able to provide all théher acceptable and accu-
rate meanings’that the Bible believer needs, certainly accordong Timothy 3:17.

“That the man of Godmay be perfectthroughly furnished unto all good work%

See comments undé&he ‘not ““perfect”™ AV1611. Psalm 39:6 provides a striking exam-
ple.

“Surely every man walketh in a vaishew: surely they are disquieted in vaine heapeth
up riches, and knoweth not who shall gather them.”

The“vain shew” is clearly vanity as pride'Disquieted in vain” is clearly God’s chastening
having no worthwhile effect. Two distinct meanirgfghe same word are found in the same
verse.

Consider also 2 Peter 2:7, 8.

“And delivered just Lot, vexed with the filthy copusation of the wicked: (For that right-
eous man dwelling among them, in_seeiagd hearing vexed his righteous soul from day
to day with their_unlawful deed¥’

The word“conversation” refers primarily in the above passage to condutitb meaning is
clearly broad enough to include speech.
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Consider Numbers 5:22 and Psalm 22:14.

“And this water that causeth the curse shall go inthy bowelsto make thy bellyo swell,
and thy thigh to rot: And the woman shall say, Ameamen.”

“I am poured out like water, and all my bones areitoof joint: my heatrtis like wax; it is
melted in the midst of my bowels

The word“bowels” refers to the lower and upper viscera respectivetiiese verses, accord-
ing to the context. These are but three examed/\(aite gives none in the context of his
P.32 comment). However, they illustrate the féaett tthe king’s word” will find its own
“English nuances, illustrations and shades of magni[and] other acceptable and accurate
meanings”without the need for any input frotthe original languages

The reason, as Norman W&tdhows, is becaus&here was a time in the development of
our language...when its words were simple, broad g@neric, a time when the English lan-
guage was perfectly suited to expressing the thisugd concepts of Hebrew and Greek. It
was during that specific period that the A.V. 18éis translated.”

Dr Gipp®® shows that resorting tthe original languages”can actually lead to confusion, his
emphases.

“Once while listening to a self-impressed Bible @ein preach | marveled at the ease with
which he duped his audience. He was reading Rowtzagster 8. Upon reading a particular
verse, he stopped at a particular word and statéthw the King James translators mis-
translated the Greek word used here.” Then he sp@fl2 minutes expounding on the mer-
its of his choice of translation. The audience waly impressed with this man’s grasp of the
“original language. “ (I once heard a 14 year oliby do the same thing in a “preaching
contest”. You sedANYONE can do it!)

“The very next day | was listening to another preacon the radio. Coincidentally this
zealot was also preaching from Romans chapter 8.alsb read the same verse add. SO
stopped at the very same word that the expert tf@rprevious evening had accosted. He
then stated, “Sadly, the King James translators wad properly translate the Greek word
used here.”

“I then braced myself for a rehash of the previewening’s exposition. But it was not to be.
For this particular scholar pointed out that the word inesgtion should have been translated
an entirely different way (choice #1 vs. choice #4)

“He then, as the previous evening’s butcher, expeanon the virtues dfilS choice over
that of the King James translatois, last evening’s expert. | was amazed! Two coralyiet
different men, two entirely different opinions. féct, theironly point of agreement was that
the Bible could not possibly beorrect as it was. | quickly consigned their esteemedl (an
humble) opinions to the garbage heap of educatioth @accepted the choice th&OD had
made for His Book in 1611.”

These Bible critics have no doubt been caught acutyrtimes in the manner that Dr Gipp
describes, wheré&heir witness agreed not togetherMark 14:56. Dr Waite is therefore
shrewd enough not tteriticize or change the English King James Bibleut he still down-
grades‘the scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21 as the above critics did, by exaltngient lan-
guage texts that in the case of Greek, God hashfadi with* and in the case of He-
brew/Aramaic, wer@ot the sole sources tthe king’s word,” even in Old Testament times,
as will be shown.

*See Dr Mrs Riplinger's comments to this effecOnWaite and ‘the Greek’.
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It should be noted that Dr DiVietfdis also misled through his devotion“the original lan-
guages’

He states'The Bible word wine does not always refer to thevdrage alcohol. If one is
teaching the Bible doctrine of abstinence one nessiblish this fact. One must define the
Greek...[OINOS] and publicly examine its usagesanpture.”

On the contrary,If one is teaching the Bible doctrine of abstinenene” need only refer to
the example set by the Lord Jesus Christ. He doahk‘new wine” Matthew 9:17, refused
“wine” even on the cross, Mark 15:23 and provided 6gbod wine” at the wedding, John
2:10, not wine that causé@oe” and transgression, Genesis 9:21-24, Proverbs 23@9
Habakkuk 2:5, 15.

“But | say unto you, | will not drink henceforth othis fruit of the ving until that day when
| drink it new with you in my Father's kingdom”Matthew 26:29, Mark 14:65. See also
Mark 14:25.

Definitions of ‘the Greek’ are unnecessary.

Dr DiVietro then claims that in John 11:33, Je&stared himself into a furious ragé ac-
cording to the Greek, so that wh&lesus wept’in John 11:357His tears were not tears of
sorrow; they were tears of rage!"Dr DiVietro then claims thatFar from correcting the
King James Bible, this example elucidates with veoiudi clarity.”

In reality, Dr DiVietro is blatantlycorrecting the King James BibJé the same as Dr Waite
did with the expressiohlPASA GRAPHE THEOPNEUSTOS.See remarks ir Waite
and ‘Originals Only’ Inspiration on his P. 59 comment. Moreover, Dr DiVietréigon-
derful clarity” yields about as much ‘clarity’ §Satan...transformed into an angel of light”
2 Corinthians 11:14.

The AV1611 English staté¢be groaned in the spirit, and was troubled

Dr DiVietro’s ‘Greek’ rendition change®groaned” into “stirred” and bypasses the Lord’s
“spirit” altogether.

The Lord Jesus Christ wdkill of the Holy Ghost” Luke 4:1. Wherfhe groaned in the
spirit,” it was His joint intercession with the Third Persaf the Godhead for the bereaved
around Him, according to the principle of Romari26g8‘the Spirit itself* maketh interces-
sion for us with_groaningswvhich cannot be uttered On this occasion, of course, both In-
tercessors knew how to pray as They ought and ¢ind tontinues that ministry to the pre-
sent hour for His saints, Hebrews 7:25. That thells groaning was that of prayer for the
bereaved is indicated by John 11:41, which showasttie Lord had already been in prayer
before He uttered the words recorded in the velkae the underlined past tense‘loéard.”

“Then they took away the stone from the place whéhe dead was laid. And Jesus lifted
up his eyes, and said, Fatherthank thee that thou hast heard nie

Lazarus’s return to life, John 11:44, would haventarted the bereaved, like the friends of
Eutychus,”And they brought the young man alive, and were_natlittle comforted Acts
20:12 and so the Lord’s prayer of John 11:33 wasvared

*The term“itself” is correct because the Lord said in John 16:13tha#“the Spirit of
truth...shall not speak of himselfHe shall glorify me’ The First and Second Persons of
the Godhead are glorified in Romans 8, see ver8e$7], 19, 21, 26-39, so the Third Person
does not speak of Himself.
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The Lord did weep tears of sorrow, contrary to DViBtro’s assertion, otherwise He would
have violated Romans 12:15.

“Rejoice with them that do rejoice, and weepth them that weep

None of this‘wonderful clarity” is apparent in Dr DiVietro’s Greek but it is inetihV1611
English of‘the king’s word” 2 Samuel 24:4.

Dr DiVietro then says thatf an illustration rises directly out of the anai¢ usage of a par-
ticular word or idiom, it may be necessary to refigrectly to the Greek.” He usesBAP-
TI1ZO translated Baptize in Engliskds an example, stating that various professingsdm
groups have interpreted the wdBhptize” in various ways, e.g. immersion, pouring, sprin-
kling. The student therefore must go to ‘the Greakcording to Dr DiVietro, to show that
“In every ancient instance’including an unnamed papyrus fragméefBaptize] is associ-
ated with immersion.”

Note in passing that Dr DiVietro does not go te‘tBreek’ to shoW that“sprinkling ,” He-
brews 12:24, ishantismosor in Hebrews 11:2&roschusiswhich is alsd'pouring.”

However, resorting to ‘the Greek’ is wholly unnesmy for determining the Biblical usage
of “Baptize.” Baptism needetinuch water” John 3:23 and when baptism is first mentioned
in scripture, with respect to John, repentant smhaere baptized of him_in_Jordancon-
fessing their sins”"Matthew 3:6, again in a place ‘@huch water.” Baptism clearly cannot
be sprinkling or pouring and the Old Testamentyseets that of Naaman, of whom 2 Kings
5:14 statesThen went he down, and_dipped himsedeven times_in_Jordgnaccording to
the saying of the man of God: and his flesh cameaaylike unto the flesh of a little child,
and he was clean.” Naaman’s cleansing, which clearly required fatimersion, pictures
New Testament salvatiGhbecause leprosy pictures Sin

In addition, The Trinitarian Bible Soci€fistates thatThe primary meaning of the English
word “Baptize” is “to immerse”|[it still is in The Concise Oxford Dictionarand the trans-
lators of 1611 used the word in this sense...It wdact used in English literature as early as
the year 1200 A.D. and was well established inlémguage for nearly two hundred years
before Wyclif used it in his translation in 1382DA[i.e. as an established Biblical word]

Dr DiVietro’s unnamed Greek papyrus fragment is me¢ded to determine the meaning of
the Biblical English wordBaptize.” None of his Greek is needed for the meaning gf an
Biblical English word.

Returning to Dr Waite’s statements above, anotlieni® contradictions emerges, this au-
thor's emphases.

P. 33l stand for the King James Bibleasthe Word of God in Englist
P. 64" God did not writeor give the words dhe King James Bible Men did”

Dr Waite repeatedly insists thdhe King James Bible...isot “inspired by God” or “God-
breathed’ his emphasis, see his P. 7 comment above andthments following. He then
asserts that is “ the Word of God in Englistf

How can the King James Bible be the word of Go&mylish if God did not write it? Dr
Waite doesn’t answer.

However, the scripture answers for itself.

“Where the word of a kingis, there is_powerand who may say unto_himWhat doest
thou?” Ecclesiastes 8:4.
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Dr Ruckmar?® has an extensive commentary of this verse. Sethis author'® summary
of Dr Ruckman’s evaluation of Ecclesiastes 8:4hwitspect to King Jame§.1Dr Ruckman
states in his commentary tiH&od waited till a king — an EARTHLY king — got thre throne
of an island nation before He sent His words to theon. The words read on the
moon...were from a King James Bible. God waitkatking — an EARTHLY king — got on
the throne of England, with a Jewish name. Thedwdames” is the word “Jacob”...Jacob
was a“prince” with God (Gen. 32:28), for this is what the wolstael” means. Hence, one
will read in the Dedicatory of the Authorized Versi “To the most high and mighty
PRINCE JAMES.”...the implications are that any “Bib unconnected with an EARTHLY
king, has no power in it...

““Israel” was Jacob’s new name. “To the most high and mighihce James...”

“That is what the apostate Christian colleges, @nsities, and seminaries cannot tolerate;
the linking of an English Bible (translated undeod> form of government — a monarchy)
being connected with the “oracles” (Rom. 3:2), agymally given to the Jews; not the Greek
scholars (Acts 17) in Athens (Acts 17)...

“It is the Philadelphia Church (1500-1900) that kseGod’s word (Rev. 3:8), not the Ephe-
sian Church of the early church fathers (90-150 A.Df your Bible was not translated (and
revised) under the auspices of a king, you havénterior Bible...Luther's Heilige Schrift
and the King James’ Authorized Version were badinglated while kings reigned...Absolute
time, temperature, and location are determinedHhiy island nation. If you ever decided to
hunt for absolute truths (Prov. 2:2-4), | could tgbu where to look...

“You can see why the commentators wanted to ridofan EARTHLY king whose word had
“power.” The fruits of the Authorized Version et Holy Bible, alone, are sufficient to shut
the mouths of any of the 400,000 educated assgsddahristians foremost!) who brayed
against it...There has not been one national rdvinaAmerica since 1933 (Billy Sunday).
Billy Sunday was the last major Protestant preachdro lived and died untouched by
“higher” Christian education. He used, preachedught, and BELIEVED nothing but a
King James Authorized Version...”

The words of evangelist Billy Sunddying down the decades.

“When the Bible (AV1611) says one thing and sclsbigr says another, scholarship can go
plumb to the Devil!”

Despite his highly unorthodox attitude and ‘offersimannef®, “Billy Sunday saw over
1,000,000 men and women “hit the sawdust trail'bjmen profession of faith in our Lord Je-
sus Christ

All of which prompts the question, what has Dr Waatchieved by comparison witkedd’s
own “Traditional Masoretic Hebrew Text and the Traditiah Receivedsreek Text” ? See
his comment on P. 51 above. Not a lot, to judgéibypookWARNING!

The section will conclude with a further* Biblicabnsideration of inspiration of translations

and some witness statements concerning the ingpiraf the 1611 Authorized King James

Holy Bible. These last are included especiallycoointer Dr Waite’s repeated assertions to
the contrary, see his underlined comments above.

*See Dr Gipp’s analysis and accompanying remark®inWaite and the Imaginary
‘Original Bible,” Unidentified in Print .

Dr Ruckmarl® has some telling comments about inspiration ofAN&611 that stand as a
rebuke to Dr Waite’s repeated denials of it.
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“Job 32:8, “But there is a spirit in man: and the inspiratiorof the Almighty giveth them
understanding” The verse is a direct cross reference to 2 Tim@t16 and every apostate
fundamentalist since 1800 missed it. The “spmitman” is the breath of God (Gen. 2:7).
The breath of God enters into a lifeless body, daedHoly Spirit gives that body physical life
(Ezek. 37:5-7, 8-10, 14; Job 27:3Inspiration” is the act of the Holy Spirit breathing life
into an object (Job 33:4).

“The scriptures are alive (Heb. 4:12) because thayHSpirit breathed life into them (2 Pet.
1:21). When we say that the KJV'‘ilse holy scriptures”in English (Rom. 1:2), ofgiven
by inspiration” (2 Tim. 3:16), we mean that the Holy Spirit of Gpdded its translators in
their work and breathed on that Book when theytigatugh with it...

“Jeremiah 36:32,“Then took Jeremiah another roll, and gave it to Bach the scribe, the
son of Neriah; who wrote therein from the mouth deremiah all the words of the book
which Jehoiakim king of Judah had burned in the & and there were added besides unto
them many like words.” What you have in verses 18-32 is the destruatioan actual
“original autograph” that was given to Baructby inspiration”; God breathing His words
through a man’s mouth.... What then takes plasghiat the largest Fundamental Christian
Colleges, Seminaries, and Universities would cdibtible inspiration”’[see Dr Waite’s ob-
jection in his PP. 84-85 comment abo{&. 28); Bob Jones University would label thabas
“heresy” that comes from “Ruckmanisnjso would Dr Waite]. As it turns out, it is a Bible
doctrine that is repeated nearly 300 times whenNlegv Testament quotes Old Testament
passages. But Jeremiah goes much further than tiNdt only is the book of Jeremiah
“doubly inspired,” the second version doesn’t mathk first. The Author of the Holy Bible,
[Who] warned you about adding to His word (Prov:&0 doesn’t hesitate to add to it Him-
self. That means that what God originally inspicexks not have to match the Scripture God
preserved, and if you could get a copy of the “mrad autograph,” you would not have the
words God wanted you to have. What the silly sukdlafflicted with the disease of “Ruck-
manitis”) call “double inspiration” is known in th&ible as“sound doctrine” (1 Tim. 1:10,

2 Tim. 4:3, Tit. 1:9, 2:1).”

Dr Waite clearly overlooked Jeremiah 36 in his eandation of‘double inspiration” Dr
Ruckman continues.

“2 Timothy 3:16. The process of “inspiration” ihé Holy Spirit breathing His words
through somebody’s mouth (2 Pet. 1:21; see alse antJob 32:8) and those words then be-
ing written down...God can inspire a copy that ddematch the original (see note on Jer.
36:32), and He can certainly inspire a translatioh.

See Dr Gipp’s analyses of inspired copies and laoas inDr Waite and the Imaginary
‘Original Bible,” Unidentified in Print and in thentroductory Remarksabove.

See also this author's summ&rgf Dr Ruckman’s explanation of inspiration.

Analyses of several Old Testament passages alsgovgiviable insight into inspiration of a
translation such as the AV1611.

Esther 1:20-22

“And when the king’s decreavhich he shall make shall be published throughoall his
empire, (for it is great,) all the wives shall give their husbands honour, both to great and
small. And the saying pleased the king and thenges; and the king did according to the
word of Memucan: For_he sent lettersito all the king’s provinces, into every provin@e-
cording to the writing thereof, and_to _every peomdter their language that every man
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should bear rule in his own house, and that it sHdube published according to the lan-
quage of every people

Esther 8:8, 9

“Write ve also for the Jewsas it liketh you,_in the king’s nameand seal it with_the king’s
ring: for the writing which is written in the king’s nane, and sealed with the king's ring,
may no man reverse Then were_the king's scribesalled at that time in the third month,
that is, the month Sivan, on the three and twentietay thereof; and it was written accord-
ing to all that Mordecai commanded unto the Jewsiceto the lieutenants, and the deputies
and rulers of the provinces which are from India tm Ethiopia, an hundred twenty and
seven provinces, unto every province accordinghe writing thereof and unto every peo-
ple after their languageand to the Jews according to their writingnd according to their

language”

See Ecclesiastes 8:4 above and Dr Smith’s statethatitAs the King's speech, which he
uttereth in Parliament, being translated into Frandutch, Italian, and Latin, is still the
King’'s speech...together with related commentsim Waite and ‘Originals Only’ Inspi-
ration.

These passages from Esther establish “that word of a king” Ecclesiastes 8:4 arithe
king’s decree”are undiminished in their power and authoritycasferred by the seal the
king’s ring” when translated and put into writirfgh the king’s name” by “the king’s
scribes..unto every people after their language

Note that‘the writing which is written in the king’s name’went*“to the Jews according to
their writing, and according to their languagé

With respect to the Jewsnto them were committed the oracles of GoRomans 3:2.

As the Jews receivéthe writing which is written in the king’s namg so did“every peo-
ple after their languagée

After the Jews receivéthe oracles of God' so could‘every people after their languagé

The above principles could apply to any languadeether it existed at the time of the events
of the Book of Esther, or not, Psalm 33:11.

“The counsel of the LORD standeth for evahe thoughts of his heart to all generatioris

Therefore, in accordance with the above principlles,'wholesome words, even the words
of our Lord Jesus Christ were receivedn Englishfrom the“King of kings, and Lord of
lords” 1 Timothy 6:3, 15 via the ministry ¢the king’s scribes”who assembled in 160#h
the king’s name”according tdthe king's decre¢”’

As Pain&" writes, this author's emphaséss soon as James showed approval of Rainolds’
proposal, the ambitious Bishop Bancroft...prepateaarry outthe royal will with zeal and
dispatch...[to choose] the men to work on a propaséichthe royal will had now raised to

a splendid design. Tyndale’s prayer was now ansdvén full: James | had ordered what
Tyndale died to do

“Fervent for what his master wished, Bancroft wratean aide: “l...move youn his maj-
esty’s namethat, agreeably tadhe charge and trust committed unto ypuo time may be
overstepped by you for the better furtherancéhf holy work..You will scarcely conceive
how earneshis majestyis to have this work begun.”

“This holy work” emerged in 1611 as the Authorized King James Hdtye, with power
and authority“in the king’s name” and as mucHall scripture...given by inspiration of
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God” as any texts ifthe Original Sacred Tonguesthat preceded it. Sde&r Waite and Dr
Mrs Riplinger — Preliminary Observations.

The following scriptures reinforce that conclusion.
Daniel 4:1, 2

“Nebuchadnezzar the kingunto all people, nations, and languagethat dwell in all the
earth; Peace be multiplied unto you. | thoughtgbod to shew the signs and wonders that
the high God hath wrought toward me.”

Daniel 5:25-28

“And this is the writing that was writtenMENE, MENE, TEKEL, UPHARSIN. This is
the interpretation of the thingMENE; God hath numbered thy kingdom, and finishat

TEKEL; Thou art weighed in the balances, and artdnd wanting PERES; Thy kingdom
is divided, and given to the Medes and Persians

Daniel 6:25, 26

“Then king Darius wrote unto all people, nations,na lanqguages that dwell in all the
earth; Peace be multiplied unto you. | make a degerThat in every dominion of my king-
dom men tremble and fear before the God of Danielr he is the living God, and stedfast
for ever, and his kingdom that which shall not beestroyed, and his dominion shall be
even unto the end.”

All three passages were first written in Aranfaiand form part ofthe holy scriptures” 2
Timothy 3:15.

Daniel 4:1, 2 and 6:25, 26 atthe word of a king” and are delivereth writing “unto all
people, nations, and languagés These passages will be just as mtibhke word of a king”
and part of‘the holy scriptures” in whatever languages they are received. Seerksnoa
the principles set out in the passages from Estheve. Note that the only tinithe king’'s
word” could be changed walsrough the direct interventioof “the Son of Goqd” Who is the
“KING OF KINGS AND LORD OF LORDS” Proverbs 30:4, Daniel 3:25, 28, 1 Timothy
6:15, Revelation 17:14, 19:16is words, consisting of the 1611 English Holy Bibhgn't
change, Matthew 24:35.

“Heaven and earth shall pass away, but my words Ishat pass away

The same is true of tHevholesome words, even the words of our Lord Je€itwist” from
the“King of kings, and Lord of lords”1 Timothy 6:3, 15 when these were received in Eng-
lish in 1611, as the 1611 English Holy Bible. ®aane is true now.

Daniel 5:25-28 is a striking example ofaaitten Hebrew original, translated or interpreted
verbally into Aramaic and recorded as parttbe holy scriptures” Translation, or interpre-
tation of the words by Daniel was necessary becals¢he king's wise men...could not
read the writing, nor make known to the king the tarpretation thereof” Daniel 5:8.
Clearly thewritten translated version was just as much patabifscripture...given by inspi-
ration of God” as the written Hebrew original.

Once again, the same is true of timdolesome words, even the words of our Lord Jesus
Christ” from the“King of kings, and Lord of lords”1 Timothy 6:3, 15 when these were re-
ceived in English in 1611, as the 1611 English Hgilyle and as they are now.

Dr Waite may, of course, argue that an Aramaicsietion may be inspired because it is one
of “the Original Sacred Tonguesbut then he would again be faced wittouble inspira-
tion,” which he vehemently denies. See comments on At#0 in Dr Waite and the
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Imaginary ‘Original Bible,” Unidentified in Print and comments above on Dr Waite’'s
comments on PP. 84-85 of his book.

“Double inspiration” however, is not a problem for a Bible believet.is] as Dr Ruckman
shows in his comments on Jeremiah 36:32 abtisgund doctrine” (1 Tim. 1:10, 2 Tim.
4:3, Tit. 1:9, 2:1).”

As “sound doctring” Daniel 5:27 appears to this author to be imparéirggpund warning to
Dr Waite’'sWARNING!!

“TEKEL; Thou art weighed in the balances, and arbfind wanting”
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Testimonies to the Inspiration of the AV1611

The following testimonies have been drawn from aenvariety of witnesses, not all of
whom are Bible believers or even Christians. this author’s firm conviction that they are
nevertheless all trustworthy witnessesttee scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21 in the form of
the 1611 English Holy Bible. They constitute anfiaable array of adversaries for Dr Waite
to overcome.

His denial that the 1611 English Holy Bible is evaeiloly Bible should be kept in mind as
the following witness statements are read.

P. 36“Neither the DBS Executive Committee or the DBSigaaty Council will ever call the
King James Bible “inspired of God,” “given by ingption of God,” “verbally inspired,”
“inspired,” or “God-breathed” at any time or in anplace”

They will after they have given account'tite judgment seat of ChristRomans 14:10.

2 Corinthians 13:1 should also be kept in mind wheasding the following witness state-
ments.

“In the mouth of two or three witnesses shall evemprd be established.”

Many more than the scriptural minimum of witneskase been listed below, the first from
an unlikely source.

“In all these instances the Bible means the tratista authorised by King James the
First...to this day the common human Britisher oizeit of the United States of North Amer-
ica accepts and worships it as a single book byngles author, the book being the Book of
Books and the author being God’George Bernard Sh&iv

Yet another distinguished witness, William Lyon P&, Lampson Professor of English
Literature at Yale University, said this.

“We Anglo-Saxons have a better Bible than the Hneoc Germans or the Italians or the

Spanish; our English translation is even bettemthiae original Hebrew and Greek. There is
only one way to explain this; | have no theory ¢aaunt for the so-called “inspiration of the

Bible,” but I am confident that the Authorized Merswas inspired.

“Now as the English-speaking people have the bédeBn the world, and as it is the most

beautiful monument ever erected with the Englighabet, we ought to make the most of it,
for it is an incomparably rich inheritance, free &l who can read. This means that we
ought invariably in the church and on public occas to use the Authorized Version; all

others are inferior. And, except for special puses, it should be used exclusively in private
reading. Why make constant companions of the sdoest, when the best is available?”

Contemporary English historian David Starkeg no supporter of Christian belief but he has
said this about the 1611 Authorized Holy Bible.

“The King James Version of the bible, more than ather book, formed the English lan-
guage and shaped the English mind.”

As indicated inDr Waite and the Imaginary ‘Original Bible,” Uniden tified in Print,
Charles Haddon Spurgeimade the following remarkable statements in Hialfaddress to
his fellow pastors, given in April 1891. He refeosthe AV1611 asthe volume of inspira-
tion.” Spurgeon’s testimony is not without alloy, seeosel paragraph below but he leaves
the reader in no doubt about the inspiration of16&1 English Holy Bible. Emphases are
this author’s.
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“OUR ARMOURY...is to meTHE BIBLE. To us Holy Scripture is as “the tower of David
builded for an armoury, whereon there hang a thawalsbucklers, all shields of mighty men.”
If we want weapons we must come here for themharelonly. Whether we seek the sword
of offence or the shield of defence, we must findthin the volume of inspiration If others
have any other storehouse, | confess at once | hame. | have nothing else to preach when
| have got through witlthis book Indeed, | can have no wish to preach at all iidy not
continue to expound the subjects which | findhese pages What else is worth preach-
ing?...

“Let us quote the words as they stand in the bessgae translation and it will be better
still if we know the original, and can tell if owersion fails to give the sense. How much
mischief may arise out of an accidental alteratodrthe Word!...”

No examples are given but Spurgeon continues.

“We are resolved, then, to use more fully than ewbat God has provided for us this
Book, for we are sure of its inspiration Let me say that over agaiWwE ARE SURE OF
ITS INSPIRATION. You will notice that attacks are frequently masdeagainst verbal in-
spiration. The form chosen is a mere preteXerbal inspiration is the verbal form of the
assault, but the attack is really aimed at inspiat itself. You will not read far in the essay
before you will find that the gentleman who startgith contesting a theory of inspiration
which none of us ever held, winds up by showinghaigl, andthat hand wages war with
inspiration itself There is the true point. We care little for ahgory of inspiration: in fact,
we have none.To us the plenary verbal inspiration of Holy Scripte is fact and not hy-
pothesis. It is a pity to theorize upon a subjebich is deeply mysterious, and makes a de-
mand upon faith rather than fancyelieve in the inspiration of Scriptureand believe it in
the most intense sens¥ou will not believe in a truer and fuller inspirédn than really ex-
ists No one is likely to err in that direction, eviérerror be possible.If you adopt theories
which pare off a portion here, and deny authoritg &« passage there, you will at last have
no inspiration left, worthy of the namé

Spurgeon was no doubt denouncing the RV readiryfnothy 3:16,"Every scripture in-
spired of God is also profitable for teaching.tiat opens the door to uninspired scripture
(which Dr Waite sheared off its hinges with his deciation of the entire AV1611 as em-
phaticallynot “given by inspiration of God) but note that he still believed in the inspiratio
of “this Book” his fixation with“the original” notwithstanding.

Spurgeofi’ also said this of the 1611 English Holy Biblesthuthor's emphases.

“The Bible is God’s wordand when | see it, | seem to hear a voice saylrgn the Book

of God, man, read mel am God’s writing open my leaves, fdrwas penned by God.l
plead with you, | beg of you, respect your Bibks] search them out. Go home and read
your Bibles.O Book of books And wast thou written by my G&d Thenl will bow before
thee, thou Book of vast authorityFor He has written this Book Himself.let us love it, let
us count it more precious than fine gold!”

Dr Scrivene® has this interesting observation, this author pleases.

“Yet John Seldon, who was twenty-seven years olbiri, and must have had means of in-
formation not open to us, is represented in hisl@dlalk (p. 6) as speaking thus: “The trans-
lation in King James’ time took an excellent walyhat part of the Bible was given to him
who was most excellent in such a tongue — as tleemypha to Andrew Downes” [Regius
Professor of Greek, 1585-1625]. He adds moreoisrinteresting piece of information, to
whatever part of the work it may apply: “Then thegt together, andne read the transla-
tion, the rest holding in their hands some Bibleither of the learned tongues, or French
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[Olivetan, 1535, The Pastors, 1588], Spanish [Pih&b3, De Reyna 1569, the Valencia Bi-
ble of 1478 revised by De Valera 1602], Italian {Bcioli 15327, or more probably Diodati
1607], &c. If they found any fault, they spoke; if not, he rdaon.””

This procedure could be perceived“dise plenary verbal inspiration of Holy Scriptufein
the form of the AV1611.

As 2 Samuel 23:2 state§,he spirit of the LORD spake by mend his word was upon my
tongue”

Veteran biblical researcher and translator Daviaris8 reaches this conclusion about the
1611 English Holy Bible, this author's emphases.

“By faith we accept the Bible as [the] Word of Gedjually it is by faith in [the] promises of
God thatwe believe that the Bible we now have in our possasto be word for word the
inspired and inerrant word of God In thatthe Authorized Versionn the providence of God
is a ‘correct’ and faithful translationwe deem it not to be less the inspired Word of God
than the divine originals’

Dr Ruckmar® makes this observation about the man who was hlgingland’s greatest
revival preacher and soul-winner.

“Nearly all the historians agree that John Weslegswa great preacher and that he was the
prime instrument in turning the English nation frenbloody revolution similar to the terri-
ble catastrophe that befell Catholic France (17834Q). But having noted this, the writers
all contract “typewriter paralysis”...and fail to otice HOW John Wesley accomplished
this...You may as well face it: John Wesley saveglaad from a revolution by street preach-
ing from a King James 1611 Authorized Version...

“Wesley’s life and preaching were ruled by one Bamken though he translated some on his
own. That one Book was his final authority in altters of faith, preaching, doctrine and
practice...”

The distinguished church historian the Rev J.CeRykrites as follows about the &en-
tury revivals that God brought about in the Britistes through the ministries of Whitfield,
Wesley and others.

“My object in drawing up these papers was to brimgfore the public in a comprehensive
form the lives, characters, and work of the leadinmisters by whose agency God was
pleased to revive Christianity in England a hundseghrs ago...l thought that the Church
and the world ought to know something more thaly $eem to know about such men as
Whitefield, Wesley, Romaine, Rowlands, Grimshawridge, Venn, Toplady, Hervey,
Walker and Fletcher...”

Ryle describes how God enabled these men to e#ental, his emphasis, citing in the final
statement quoted Wesley’s preface to his volumseohons.

“I believe firmly that, excepting Luther and his i@mental contemporaries and our own
martyred Reformers, the world has seen no suchsinee the days of the apostles. | believe
there have been none who have preached so muahscigatural truth, none who have lived
such lives, none who have shown such courage irstGhservice, none who have suffered so
much for the truth, none who have done so much.gtahy can name better men, he knows
more than | do...

“The spiritual reformers of the last century tauglnstantlythe sufficiency and supremacy
of Holy Scripture The Bible, whole and unmutilated, was their gale of faith and prac-
tice. They accepted all its statements withoustjoe or dispute. They knew nothing of any
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part of Scripture being uninspired. They neveowakd that man has any “verifying faculty”
within him, by which Scripture statements may brghesl, rejected or received. They never
flinched from asserting that there can be no einroithe Word of God; and that when we
cannot understand or reconcile some part of itsteots, the fault is in the interpreter and
not in the text. In all their preaching they weminently men of one book. To that book they
were content to pin their faith, and by it to stasrdfall. This was one grand characteristic of
their preaching. They honoured, they loved, thesyerenced the Bible.”

“I want to know one thing — the way to heaven -whio land safe on that happy shore. God
Himself has condescended to teach the way; fovirg end He came from heaven. He hath
written it down in a book. Oh, give me that bodkt any price give me the book of God! |

have it: here is knowledge enough for me. Let ena iman of one book.”

It would be easy to answer the questigvhich Bible?” in this context. Some critics would
complain that Ryle’s statement is misleading beealiesley compiled his own New Testa-
ment. See Dr Ruckman’s comment above and thisogstharlier work? for an answer to
this objection. God ignored Wesley’s translatiart blessed his ministry when he met the
conditions Ryle outlined above. The Bible belieskould take careful note of Psalm 138:2,
therefore.

“For thou hast magnified thy word above all thy nas
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Conclusions

Dr Waite denies throughout his bodkWARNING!!that the 1611 Authorized King James
Holy Bible is“all scripture...given by inspiration of God2 Timothy 3:16. He does so by
dogmatically insisting that the expressita given” refers only to a once-only inspiration
that applies solely to the Hebrew, Aramaic and &gginal texts and never to translations.

However, inspection of the scriptures shows thatekpressioriis given” can apply to re-
peated actions in 22 of its 33 occurrences afidlliscripture...is profitable” now, such that
“the man of God may be perfect2 Timothy 3:16, 1/ow then inspiration has to apply to
translations, for the sake &the very vulgar” who are unlearned ifthe Original Sacred
Tongues according to Dr Miles Smith who wroléhe Translators to the Readerdlothing

in 2 Timothy 3:16 precludes inspiration of tranglas, especially in view of the numerous
examples of such inspiration contained in the $args, such as John 19:19, 20 where ‘in-
spired’ scripture is written in Latin, as well ashlebrew and Greek. S& Waite and the
Imaginary ‘Original Bible,” Unidentified in Print .

Dr Waite denies what he termidouble inspiration” but inspection of Jeremiah 36 shows
that “double inspiration” is in reality “sound doctrine” 1 Timothy 1:10. Inspection of
Esther 1:20-22, 8:8, 9, Daniel 4:1, 2, 5:25-28,56:26 confirm that'the king’s word” 2
Samuel 24:4 fronithe King of kings” 1 Timothy 6:15 is stillthe king’s word” when trans-
lated into other languages and remdihg King’'s speecli as Dr Smith notes, which in the
case of‘the scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21 is undiminished in inspiration, povesrd au-
thority in translation into the 1611 English HolybRe and, if anything, is enhanced, 2 Sam-
uel 3:10, Colossians 1:13, Hebrews 11:5. Be®aite and the KJB not “given by inspira-
tion of God” Introductory RemarksandThe “not “inspired by God” AV1611

Dr Waite insists that he has an inspired Holy Bibléhe form of the original Hebrew, Ara-
maic and Greek texts but he does not identify yt famther than stating that it underlies the
King James Bible. This is a bizarre situationhatt according to Dr Waite, an ‘uninspired’
Text, the AV1611, therefore becomes the determiwérihe content of an ‘inspired’ text,
which certainly elevates the AV1611 to a positibrcansiderable importance. SBe Waite
and ‘the Greek'.

Dr Waite does identify specific Hebrew and Greedtdenamely Ben Chayyim’s, Scrivener’s
and Beza’s but he never refers to them as inspitefibllows, therefore that Dr Waite’s per-
fect, inspired Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek Holy Biblgsts only in his mind and prompts
reflection on Proverbs 26:12.

“Seest thou a man wise in his own conceit? thererisre hope of a fool than of him.”

The same remarks apply to Dr Waite’s colleagueKk DiVietro, who has undertaken to
refute Dr Mrs Riplinger's workHazardous Materialsn a book entitledCleaning Up Haz-
ardous Materials Inspection of Dr DiVietro’s treatment of the neiOINOS “wine” and
BAPTIZQ “baptize” and his exposition of John 11:33, where he hasdan ‘the Greek,’
reveals that ‘the Greek’ has led Dr DiVietro astrayr DiVitero’s work is mentioned be-
cause it is hoped that a more comprehensive resgonswill be compiled, DV.

Finally, Dr Waite’s insistence that the 1611 Englidoly Bible is uninspired is soundly re-
futed by the testimonies of several distinguishethegses who were either past masters of
literary works or greatly used of God, or both.

As one of the most prominent of all of God’s setgaof all time once said,
“Oh, give me that book! At any price give me tbelbof God!”— John Wesley.
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Appendix 1 — Additional Insights, from P. O. Heisey
Author’s Introductory Note

Long-term Bible researcher and missionary, Mr Peteisey, has kindly forwarded his in-
sights with respect to Dr Waite’s criticisms of thé11 English Holy Bible a%ll scrip-
ture...given by inspiration of God2 Timothy 3:16.

Mr Heisey’s insights follow irblue bold, set out in the context of this work where he in-
serted them. Ellipses denote breaks in the text.

Introduction ...

P. 87“(Quoting Dr Alan O'Reilly), “I believe it is the wject of why all this has blown up,
right on the heels of the publication of Hazardddaterials. If | understand correctlyou
believe, as | do that thAV1611 is the pure word of God, given by inspiratiof God, Il
Timothy 3:16,17 and the perfectly preserved word @bd in its final (7) purified state,
Psalm 12:6,7.1.get the impression that thevaites don’t altogether share that stante

“Sad to say, Dr O'Reilly partakes in the HERESYGail Ludwig Latessa Kaleda Riplinger
as they both say theAV1611 was “given by inspiration ofGod Il Timothy 3:16, 177 He

is right that the ‘Waites don’t altogether sharéhat stance’ Only the Hebrew, Aramaic,
and Greek Words weregiven byinspiration of God or “ God-breathed No translation
(including the AV1611) was given by verbal plenaspiration.”

The problems with Dr Waite’s position here are:
1. This is pure presupposition on Dr Waite’s part.

2. How does Dr Waite KNOW FOR SURE that “no translation (including the
AV1611 was [sic = “is”] given by inspiration of G6@

3. Dr Waite’s God is too small and weak if He cannot pvide an inerrant, infalli-
ble, inspired translation (Luke 1:37 with Psalm 126-7; with Timothy 3:15-16).

4. There are numerous Bible examples of translations kch are inspired — see later
in this work.

“The “AV 1611 was most definitely not diven by inspiration of God It included the
Apocrypha with all of its false doctrines and bidieSurely God did not give those words.”

This is a ‘straw man’ as is shown later in this wdk. The issue is the TEXT of the Old
and New Testaments of the AV. The Apocrypha was wer considered part of the
TEXT of the AV1611...

For if, as Dr Waite asserts, God’s ‘original’ HelwyeAramaic and Greek words underlying
the AV1611 are no longégiven by inspiration of God’once they are changed into another
form* by translation, then they no longer hdtee life of God” Ephesians 4:18 and cannot
be said to béthe word of God which liveth and abideth for evefl’ Peter 1:23.

The logical consequence of Waite’s position is s&t by none other than himself on p.
235 [1996 Edition] of Defending The King James Bible&vhere he says;It follows that
that which is not God-breathed is not profitabldt's only that which God has breathed out
in Hebrew or Greek that is His Word... (Emphases are Waite’s.) Thus, since the King
James Bible is not given by inspiration of God, its not profitable (2 Timothy 3:15-17)
nor is it correct or sufficient spiritual food for spiritual living (Matthew 4:4; Luke 4:4) ...
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Appendix 1, Continued
Dr Waite and ‘Originals Only’ Inspiration ...

It should be especially noted that Dr Waite hassaitl explicitlywhere“the original He-
brew, Aramaic, and Greek Words of the Old and Nestdments'that he says ar€é in-
spired” may be foundndependentlypf the AV1611.

This omission of Dr Waite's is a serious one, a$ lva shown and he appears to be trying to
mask this omission by specifying certain publishegies of the Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek
Biblical words that he hasow. Under-linings are this author’s.

Dr Waite equivocates on the matter because at timdse says these published copies are
exact copies of the exact words of the original Blical books, and yet at other times says
that they are merely“the closest”.

P. 51l * promoté€ the Ben Chayyim Hebrew Teanhd the Scrivener's Greek text believe
the Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Words underlyingKireg James Bible areGod's pre-
served originals™

Jacob Ben Chayyim and Frederick Scrivener were bwh so the only Hebrew/Aramaic
and Greek copies that Dr Waite has identified léte translations, madéy men”

Observe closely therefore that Dr Waite does ngtes@licitly in the above quote (or any-
where else in his book th#tesepublished texts ar&he original Hebrew, Aramaic, and
Greek Words of the Old and New Testamemts™ God’s preserved originals that are
“ inspired™ See later section entitl& Waite and ‘the Greek'.

Author’s note As Mr Heisey points out, Dr Waite does say o2®that he believes Scriv-
ener to be'copies of the inspired, inerrant, infallible, pressed, original Greek Words.”
However, he doesot say that Scrivener’s copy of ‘the Greek’ is insgiand he should, if he
believes, as he appears to that inspiration muglyap copies of “the..original Greek
Words.” SeeDr Waite and ‘the Greek’. Mr Heisey continues.

Dr Waite does say that he believes that Scrivenes & copy“of the inspired, inerrant, in-
fallible, preserved, original Greek Wordgp. 28). Dr Waite has in other places indicated
that he realized that Scrivener’'s words were not eactly the words which underlie the
King James Bible in a small but significant numberof places. This is confirmed by his
saying that Scrivener is“the closest” (p. 52). This is double talk. If Scrivener needs
correcting, as Dr Waite has indicated, then Scriveer cannot be a copy ofthe inspired,
inerrant, infallible, preserved, original Greek Wds” of the original New Testament
books. IF, on the other hand, Scrivener is indeed the cop\pf the inspired, inerrant, in-
fallible, preserved, original Greek Wordsthen Dr Waite needs to retract his statements
that Scrivener is not correct in some places and #t Scrivener is merely“the closest”
An additional problem is that Dr Waite has indicated that his TR “is made up exclu-
sively of the exact Words underlying the KJB.And that he would like for the English
and the Greek to be united or matched exactly andrpcisely. If that is indeed Dr
Waite’s belief, then he has clearly misspoken whelne says that Scrivener’'s words are
“copies of the inspired, inerrant, infallible, presved, original Greek Words” Dr Waite
can’t have it both ways. Scrivener doesn’t precidg and exactly match the readings or
wordings (texts) used by the King James translatorén producing the AV1611. So ei-
ther Scrivener is right and the King James Bible isvrong (has errors), or the KJB (and
its exact underlying texts/readings) is right and &rivener is wrong. Scrivener can’t be
merely “closest” and at the same time be a copy of the exatt/ords” of the original
New Testament books. Dr Waite needs to clearly anger the question as to whether
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there are errors in Scrivener or not, as well as wéther there are errors in the King
James Bible or not. His usual response 6f haven’t found any” will not do, unless he
wishes to admit to his lack of study on the mattersince upwards of 40 differences be-
tween Scrivener and the readings underlying the Kig James Bible have already been
called to his attention by Dr Mrs Riplinger...

For now, it appears that Dr Waite’s position“saripture” is that although inspiration hap-
pened only once, with respect to the original wastiscripture,copiesof the original He-
brew, Aramaic and Greek Biblical words neverthek®s™ inspired™ but translationgre

not The*™ inspired” Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek Biblical words evidenthderlie the
AV1611 but Dr Waite has not identified the copileattare their source because the only pub-
lished Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek texts he has ifteoh{Ben Chayyim’s, Scrivener’'s and
Beza’s) were, like translations, mattey men” and Dr Waite has not stated explicitly that
these published texts dfeinspired” any more than the AV1611 Translation.

Dr Waite has stated that these published texts arenly “the closest” (p. 52), though ad-
mittedly he contradicts himself by saying on p. 2&at they (Scrivener in particular) are
copies“of the inspired, inerrant, infallible, preservedyriginal Greek Words'..

Dr Waite’s objection that“is given™ is not in ‘the Greek’ begs the question of whetiher
rendering in English is in fact a superior trarislaidiomatically. As none other than Dean
Burgor?® himself said of Westcott and Hort's Revised VensitiThe schoolboy method of
translation is therein exhibited in constant op@atthroughout. We are never permitted to
believe that we are in the company of scholare..ithomatic rendering of a Greek author
into English is a higher achievement by far...””

Furthermore, Dr Waite’s objection begs the additioral question: “How does he [Dr
Waite] KNOWFOR SURE that it “does not appear in the Greek N@wstament that God
gave us™? The truth is that only the word “is” is in italics, not the word“given”. That
Scrivener doesn’t have it is obvious. But as hasbn demonstrated in Dr Mrs Riplin-
ger’'s books, Scrivener does not match the readingsiderlying the King James Bible in
every situation...

P. 59“This is what | have always believed. The Scrigtu 2 Timothy 3:16, PASA GRAPHE
THEOPNEUSTOS' All Scripture is given bynspiration of God” This literally means ‘all
Scripture is God-breatheti GRAPHE refers to the Old Testament Hebrew aman#gic
Words (and, by extension, the New Testament Gree#s\V This word has nothing whatso-
ever to do with antranslation, whether in English, Spanish, Italian or any otl@rguage’

Here Dr Waite does what any critic of the AV161%8a He changes its words to suit his
own “private interpretation” just like Eve did, Genesis 2:16, 17, 3:2, 3. hentdenies that
any believer can have access to the scripturessihie is conversant with Hebrew, Aramaic
and Greek. In so doing, Dr Waite reveals thatshefithem that hold the doctrine of the
Nicolaitans, which thing | hate”Revelation 2:15 according to the Lord Jesus Ghuetnely
the doctrine of the special ‘priest class’ who coulle the laity, in this case by means of spe-
cial knowledge of Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek. Gates this doctrine because it implies
that faithful, vernacular translations like the A8411 arenot Holy Bibles. See the comments
of Dr Miles Smith below.

Dr Waite’s statement begs two significant questions

1. How does he KNOW FOR SURE that Timothy only had Helkew, Aramaic, and
Greek copies in his hands?
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2. How does he [Dr Waite] KNOW FOR SURE that Timothy was fluent in Hebrew
and Aramaic (especially given the fact that Timothywasn’t even circumcised un-
til later in life)?

P. 88“The Words of GodARE the Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek Words. In the dehbit my
book, DEFENDING THE KING JAMES BIBLE, I call it “G@6 WORDS KEPT INTACT IN
ENGLISH” Psalm 12:6-7 does not refer to the King Jamésld3 but to the Hebrew and
Aramaic Words (and, by extension, to the Greek Wards). _English was not even in exis-
tence theri

The subtitle of Dr Waite’s book is misleading. Tdl@ove comment shows that it should read
GOD’S WORDS KEPINTERRED IN ENGLISH See comments on the woolly mammoths
in thelntroduction .

Dr Waite does not seem to understand the meaning tiie word “intact” — “untouched
by any harm, complete” The definition of the word itself when used in dscribing the
Bible argues for the inerrancy and even possible spiration of the King James Bible,
though Dr Waite would reject the usage of those twterms as being able to be used of
the KJB...
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Appendix 1, Continued
Dr Waite and the Imaginary ‘Original Bible,” Uniden tified in Print ...

P. 28*My “ Holy Bible” is God’s fully “inspired’ original Words of Hebrew, Aramaic, and
Greek rather than Gail Riplinger's King James Bible.hdugh it is an accurate, true, and
reliable translation, it is not ihspired by God' It is not “ God-breathed, therefore it can-
not accurately be termedrispired” She holds a serious theologiddERESY by her erro-
neous view of thspiration byGod”

Note that Dr Waite again effectively denies tha A&V1611 is in fact scripture. This denial
will be addressed in more detail und&r Waite and the KJB not “given by inspiration of
God”

Dr Waite seems not to know the meaning of the ternf&ccurate”, “true” , and “reliable” ,
since even a cursory look at the dictionaries (Webs's 1828, for example) will reveal
that all three terms either mean or imply*“inerrant” (a term he is unwilling to apply to
the King James Bible)..
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Appendix 1, Continued
Dr Waite and ‘the Greek'...

P. 52" firmly believe that | have the original, inspide inerrant, infallible, preserved Words
of God in Hebrew, Aramaic, and Gregk

For the good of us all, Dr Waite should state cle#y, directly, and plainly just where
those“Words” can be obtained.

P. 66l don't “ unwisely use Scrivener’'s Greek New Testamehbelieve those are the pre-
served Words of the original New Testanient

The strange thing about the foregoing statement ithat Dr Waite in other places indi-
cates that Scrivener is merely‘the closest” Additionally, Dr Waite has indicated to
others that he believes Scrivener needs to be cocted in some 25-30 places, thus con-
tradicting the fact that Scrivener’'s Greek New Tesament could be“the preserved Words
of the original New Testament’.

Returning to Dr Waite’s above comment ‘the original, inspired inerrant, infallible, pre-
served Words of God in Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greaktl considering for now that Dr
Waite doeshave these words, even if in an as yet undisclgsedce, the bizarre situation
alluded to above is as follows.

The situation can be illustrated with respect3arivener's Greek New Testament...[which
is] the preserved Words of the original New Testatheaccording to Dr Waite. His perti-
nent statements with respect“tbe original, inspired inerrant, infallible, preserved Words
of God in...Greek’for the New Testament are summarised as followsder-linings are this
author’s.

Once again, the strange thing about the foregoingatement is that Dr Waite in other
places indicates that Scrivener is merel{the closest” Additionally, Dr Waite has indi-
cated to others that he believes Scrivener needs @ corrected in some 25-30 places,
thus contradicting the fact that Scrivener's GreekNew Testament could be‘the pre-
served Words of the original New Testament”.

P. 2“l believe that God inspired and breathed-out thregmal Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek
Words of the Old and New Testament$elieve this miraculous evemappened only once
and was never repeatedEspecially was this inspiration never repeatedadny translation
in the past, in the present, or in the future

It seems that Dr Waite means here that even exaabjgies of thosé'Words” would not be
“inspired” or “breathed out” by God, though elsewhere he seems to admit thati# pos-
sible for those exact copies to be considered insgil (another set of Dr Waite’s contra-
dictory declarations). SeeDr Waite and ‘Originals Only’ Inspiration.

P. 28“My “ Holy Bible” is God'’s fully “inspired’ original Words of Hebrew, Aramaic, and
Greek rather than Gail Riplinger's King James Biblérhough it is an accurate, true, and
reliable translation it is not “inspired by God™”

Of course Dr Waite wouldn’t even say it is'inerrant” , yet each one of those three words
(if the dictionaries are to be understood as theytand), “accurate,” “true ,” and “reli-
able”, all either mean or imply “inerrant” or “without mistake”.

SeeDr Waite and the Imaginary ‘Original Bible,” Uniden tified in Print .

P. 87 ‘No translation (including the AV1611) was givenvieybal plenary inspiration The
“AV 1617 was most definitely notdiven by inspiration of God
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Seelntroduction .

P. 28 ‘1 believe the Words in this [Scrivener'sisteek New Testamehto be accurate cop-
iesof the inspired, inerrant, infallible, preservamtjginal Greek Words

Yet Dr Waite has indicated to others that he beliess Scrivener needs to be corrected in
some 25-30 places, thus contradicting the fact th&crivener's Greek New Testament
could be“the preserved Words of the original New Testament”

P. 89“The Dean Burgon Society (DBS) does standSorivener's Greekiext as the pre-
served original Greek Words

Yet Dr Waite, as head of DBS, has indicated to othe that he believes Scrivener needs
to be corrected in some 25-30 places, thus contrating the fact that Scrivener’'s Greek
New Testament could béthe preserved Words of the original New Testament”

P. 32“When | preach God’s Words, | do not criticize drange the English King James Bi-
ble. I illuminate and give many other acceptable andurate meanings that the translators
could have written dowh SeeDr Waite and Dr Mrs Riplinger — Preliminary Observa-
tions.

P. 51 1 believe the Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Words tiyithg the King James Biblare
“God’s preserved originals’

Yet these words are different from those of Scrivesr and thus Dr Waite contradicts
what he says above from PP. 28 and 89.

P. 52l firmly believe that | have the original, inspide inerrant, infallible, preserved Words
of God in Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greék

Pray tell, Dr Waite, WHERE are they so that othersmay get a copy?
P. 52“It is true that Scrivener’'s Greek Text is the @ssto the KIB

P. 66“l don’t “ unwisely use Scrivener’'s Greek New Testamehbelieve those are the pre-
served Words of the original New Testamefail Riplinger doesn’'t want anyone to read
God’s own Wordso see what He gave us, but only a translatiorhosé¢ Words in the King

James Bibl&

P. 82"l believe that the original Hebrew, Aramaic, andd&gk Words of the Bible have been
preserved and are those which underlie the KingelaBible They are still in existenand
available from the BIBLE FOR TODAY in Scrivenerimftated Greek New Testameand

in the Masoretic Hebrew/King James Parallel Bible

In sum, from the above, according to Dr Waite:

1. The original,inspired Greek words of the New Testament are availablayd®r
Waite has them).

2. Inspiration happened only once and was never regeat
3. Scrivener’'s Greek text is not referred to as irespiny Dr Waite.

4. However, Scrivener’s text is an accurate copy efdhginal, inspired Greek words
of the New Testament that are also inerrant arallibiie.

Scrivener’s words*“are those which underlie the King James BiblgP. 82). The
problem here is that Dr Waite well knows and has aehitted that Scrivener’s
words are in fact NOT the words“which underlie the King James Bible(see,
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for example, what he has said on P. 52 and the rd&ant numbers 6 and 7 be-
low). This point (4) does not match with points @nd 7 below.

5. These Greek words underlie the AV1611 New Testament

6. Neither the English words of the AV1611 New Testameor their underlying
Greek equivalents should be changed.

7. Scrivener’s text is the closest to the Greek wanderlying the AV1611 New Tes-
tament.

8. The AV1611 English words are not inspired but they an accurate translation of
the original, inspired Greek words of the New Testat.

The following observations have been deduced flmrabove.

Points 1 and 2 clearly conflict but assuming thainP1 prevails, Dr Waite’s source for the
original, inspired Greek words of the New Testamsninknown because he does not iden-
tify any published Greek New Testament as inspinetleven Scrivener’s. See Point 3.

Points 4 and 7 clearly conflict but Dr Mrs Riplintgework resolves the conflict.

Dr Waite may despise Dr Mrs Riplinger and her regedut he cannot deny that in Chapter
18 of her bookHazardous Materialshe does reveal th&bcrivener's Greek Text’is not
“the...Greek Words underl}:ing the King James BibleDr Mrs Riplinger states that Scriv-
ener followed Beza’s 1598 % dition in 59 verseagainstthe AV1611. She lists and analy-
ses 52 of them, showing Greek support for 24, wisemevener had supposed that the King
James translators had only Latin sources. Dr Mg@iriger also documents 20 errors in
Scrivener’'s Greek text, e.g. in Mark 2:15, whereiv&ner replaces the firsesus” with
“he.”

Point 4, therefore, cannot be valid because Dr Rpdinger has shown that Scrivener’s text
is notthe full Greek text underlying the AV1611.

As Dr Mrs Riplinger also states, it is not suffiti¢o dismiss Scrivener’s departures from the
AV1611 Greek equivalent New Testament as inconse@ldéecause they are few in num-
ber. The errors in Scrivener’s text and its depad from the AV1611 that Dr Mrs Riplinger
has revealed invalidate any claim to inerrancyiafallibility for this text.

It also shows that Scrivener’s text is NOT the exadext or readings underlying the
AV1611 and it is not the“preserved original Greek Wordsdf the original New Testa-
ment books..

Yet Dr Waite gives no indication of whether Dr Semer’s departures from both Beza’s text
and the AV1611 were God-guided, yieldiftge original, inspired inerrant infallible, pre-
served Words of Gouh...GreeK that Dr Waite purports to have. Under-linings @mipha-
sis are this author’'s. The reader still does moivkthe source of Dr Waite’s ‘inspired’ Greek
text.

Unless of course Dr Waite uses the [‘uninspired’, ot inerrant, etc.] AV1611 to deter-
mine the exact Greek text and thus correct Scriveme.

In sum, the following points have emerged from gestion with respect to Dr Waite’s atti-
tude to inspiration of the scriptures.

Author’s note. Two of the points only have beeproeluced here.

1. Dr Waite has still not disclosed his sources far dhiginalinspired Hebrew, Aramaic
and Greek words of scripture available today. €haslude the lexicons that he in-
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sists he uses and are ficbrrupt,” P. 27, but he fails to specify them. See remarks
Dr Waite and Dr Mrs Riplinger — Preliminary Observations.

. Dr Waite has specified some Hebrew and Greek texddable today, i.e. Ben Chay-
yim’s, Beza’s and Scrivener’s but he et said that they are inspired, only tipee-
served”original Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek words of script

But then he turns around and denies this by sayinthat Scrivener is merely the
closest and in other places has said that Scriveneeeds correcting..
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Appendix 1, Continued
Dr Waite and the KJB not “given by inspiration of God”
Introductory Remarks..

P. 3“This HERESY view is held by Gail Riplinger, Peter Ruckman, amany of theirfol-
lowers What is this view? ThIJERESY view believes that in 1611, when the King James
Bible was published, (contrary to all truth and Bihl doctrine) God performed asecond

inspiration.™
Dr Waite cannot and should not be believed merelyrohis ‘say-so’ (see Acts 17:10-11).

He has not proven that &'second inspiration” is “heresy” and has not wrestled with the
biblical texts involving such nuances (see what folws by Gipp, for example).

P. 3“Because of this, their so-called verbal plenargpiration of the King James Bible sup-
plants the Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Words givweisbd Himself as inferior and exalts
the verbal plenary inspiration of the King JameblIBias superior.”

On Dr Waite’s part, we see here a practical deniabf the Bible doctrine of the priest-
hood of every believer. If the King James Bible isot God’s inspired words, then the
believer who is not fluent in Hebrew, Aramaic, andGreek is at the ‘mercy’ of individu-

als like Dr Waite to tell them the ‘real’ meaning d words, verses, and scriptural teach-
ing. This is the height of ‘cardinalism’ and ‘popshness’ on Dr Waite’s part. It is quite
evident, practically speaking, that for those who e not fluent in Hebrew, Aramaic, and

Greek, but do know English, that the King James Bike ‘supplants’ the Hebrew, Ara-

maic and Greek. This is the logical necessity fahose who do not know fluently those
languages..
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Appendix 1, Continued
Dr Waite and the KJB not “given by inspiration of God”
The ‘not “perfect™ AV1611

P. 2"| believe the King James Bible can be describedhasonly true, reliable, and accurate
Englishtranslation of the preserved, originalnspired, inerrant, infallible, perfect, pure He-
brew, Aramaic, and Greek Words which underlid itlo not believe anyone should use these
seven adjectives (in their strictest definitions) &ny translations in any language of the
world.”

Dr Waite’s unbiblical presuppositions come to the dre clearly here. He saysl do not
BELIEVE...” [POH’s emphasis, not Dr Waite’s]. Dr Waite does nbthink it is correct
to use any of those words of ANY translation in ANYlanguage of the world, including
the AV1611 King James Bible. The corollary to thais that the King James Bible is not
the preserved words of God in English, is uninspir@, has errors, is imperfect and im-
pure. And speaking of strict definitions, Dr Waite clearly does not understand the
meanings of the three terms he DOES use to descriltke King James Bible: (from
Webster’'s 1828):

“true” = true is opposed to false; Genuine; pureeal; not counterfeit, adulterated or false;
Free from falsehood; Exact; right to precision; cdarmable to a rule or pattern; as a true
copy; a true likeness of the original. “reliable” =adjectivethat can be relied on; depend-
able; trustworthy Webster's New World College Dartary Copyright © 2010 by Wiley
Publishing, Inc., Cleveland, Ohio. Used by arrangent with John Wiley & Sons, Inc.
Capable of being relied on; dependable: a relialassistant; a reliable car Yielding the
same or compatible results in different clinical pariments or statistical trials. The Ameri-
can_Heritage® Dictionary of the English Languaged” edition Copyright © 2010 by
Houghton Mifflin Harcourt Publishing Company. Pubthed by Houghton Mifflin Har-
court Publishing Company. All rights reserved.

138 Moby Thesaurus words for “reliable”: absolutaccurate adducible, admissible, appo-
site, attestative, attested, attestive, autherdighenticated, balanced, based on, believable,
calculable, certain, circumstantial, circumstantiatl, cogent, colorable, compelling, con-
ceivable, conclusive, confirmed, conscientious, emrting, cool, credible, cumulative,
damning, decisive, dependabldeterminative, documentary, documented, eviddntevi-
dentiary, ex parte, eye-witness, factual, fail-safaithful, faithworthy, fast, fiducial, fiduci-
ary, final, firm, firm as Gibraltar, firsthand, fonded on, grounded on, guaranteed, harm-
less, hearsay, honest, honorable, imperturbablepiitit, in equilibrium, incontrovertible,
incorruptible, indicative, indisputable, inerrableinerrant, infallible, invincible, inviolable,
invulnerable, irrefutable, irresistible, materialmeaningful, nuncupative, overwhelming,
plausible, predictable, presumptive, principled,opiative, proven, punctilious, reputable,
responsible, riskless, safe, secure, significantlids sound, stable, staunch, steadfast,
steady, straight, substantial, suggestive, surggfite, symptomatic, telling, tenable, tested,
to be trusted, tried, tried and true, true, trustabtrusted, trustworthytrusty, undangerous,
unerring, unexceptionable, unfailing, unfalseunflappable, unflinching, unhazardous, un-
impeachable unperfidious, unperilous, unprecarious, unquestiable, unrisky, unshaka-
ble, untreacherous, unwavering, valid, validatederified, warranteed, weighty, well-
balanced, well-founded, well-grounded, without nes; worthy of faith [Emphases added].
“accurate” (From Webster’'s 1828) = In exact confoiitg to truth, or to a standard or rule,
or to a model;_free fronfailure, error, or defect; as an accurate account; accurate meas-
ure; an accurate expression. [Emphases added.] ‘@@ate” (From Webster's 1828 Dic-
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tionary) = In exact conformity to truth, or to a ahdard or rule, or to a model_free from
failure, error, or defect;[Emphases added].

P. 26"l believe the word, perfection” is a word we can only use when referring to God
Almighty”

Yet Dr Waite uses it of “Words” on PP. 2, 53. This is another contradiction on Bi
part...

P. 40“The three words, true, reliable, and accurateare three words describing what |
consider the King James Bible to be.”

That being the case, Dr Waite should also have nagblem using words like“inerrant” ,
“infallible” , “pure”, etc. regarding the King James Bible for those wals are part and
parcel of the definitions and meanings oftrue” , “reliable” , and “accurate”...

P. 53“The Scrivener text, which underlies our King Janiede...”

This is a lie and Waite knows it from numerous sowes. He himself has admitted the
same by saying it iSthe closest’text to the text/readings underlying the King Jame Bi-
ble. What he should have said is thafftlhe Scrivener text, which for the most part un-

derlies our King James Bible...".

Further, on P. 88 of his book Dr Waite has assimedeaders thdtin the subtitle of my
book, DEFENDING THE KING JAMES BIBLE, | call it “@05 WORDS KEPT INTACT IN
ENGLISH”

Again, Dr Waite does not seem to understand the meang of the word “intact” — “un-
touched by any harm, complete”The definition of the word itself when used in dscrib-
ing the Bible, argues for the inerrancy and even @sible inspiration of the King James
Bible, though Dr Waite would reject the usage of thse two terms as being able to be
used of the KJB..

Whichever edition of the AV1611 that Dr Waite isaing must be unimpaired, at least with
respect to its text, i.e. perfect, if it has beeptkntact.

“Intact” means or implies‘inerrant” which Dr Waite sees as nearly synonymous with or
in a direct relationship to “inspired” — the reason he refuses to use the wottherrant”
of the King James Bible..

A few samples of the more noticeable changes betwee1611 AV1611 and the current
Cambridge Cameo AV1611 have been listed below...

The list has been addressed in this author’'s eawiek®, although comments on 1 Corin-
thians 4:9 should be amended as shown below. Apsddor any confusion arising from the
earlier work with respect to this verse. The sanghlanges follow, with this author’'s com-
ments from the earlier work, with some amendmemi$ supplemented by dates of the
changes that Dr Scriveriénoted.

It should also be noted that most of these adjustmés were made while at least some of
the original translators of the AV1611 were still éive, thus confirming the acceptability
of these changes.
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Appendix 1, Continued
Dr Waite and the KJB not “given by inspiration of God”
The “not “inspired by God” AV1611

P. 7*Gail Ludwig Latessa Kaleda Riplinger...defendsiiadent King James Bible than | do.
Her Bible is a verbal plenary inspiration of thedhish King James Bible. This is inspiration
HERESY. My Bible is the King James Bible whichnst “inspired by God” or “God-
breathed” but is the only accurate, reliable, and trtranslation of the preserved, inerrant,
inspired, God-breathedperfect Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek Words on whichbased.”

Dr Waite once again evidences his misunderstandingf the meanings and implications
of the words “accurate”, “reliable”, and “true” in his refusal to apply the word“iner-

rant” to the King James Bible.

P. 31“As for those of us who disagree with HeERESY on her “Holy Bible” (that is her
King James Bible) fesenting its authority’ our final and ultimate ‘authority” is the He-
brew, Aramaic, and Greek Words that underlie thegkiames Bible. This genuine and final
“authority,” Gail Riplinger despises. This is a blatant lidhat’s false._We strongly believe
in the King James Bible’sduthority,” but we deny heHERESY about its ‘inspiration by
God”

Unfortunately, Dr Waite conveniently ignores the fa&t that authority, and the context
here is with reference to God’s Divine authority, &ands or falls with inerrancy [and “in-
spiration”?!]. See Titus 1:2.

P. 32“The original languages that God breathed-out gttie English nuances, illustrations
and shades of meaningrhe grammatical rules of those languages givéhén assistance in
the proper interpretation of difficult passageshéi | preach God’s Words, | do not criticize
or change the English King James Biblkilluminate and give many other acceptable and
accurate meanings that the translators could haxitem down Gail Riplinger despises the
use of any other word than that given by the Kiaignds translators. This is ridiculous.”

Why is this “ridiculous” when in fact the exact corstruction(s) involved and the particu-
lar context(s) of the words chosen by the King Jansetranslators show [demand?!] the
very word they used? Perhaps Dr Waite doesn’t knovthe “original languages” as flu-
ently as did the 54 plus learned men.

P. 33“l stand for the King James Bible as the Word @d3dn English but underlying it are
not “twoweak legs of Greek and Hebreiv

Dr Waite is the one who is weak in saying that th&ing James Bible is the*Word” of
God in English, but denying that it is PURE. Psalnil19:140 says that the word of God,
something David had in his hand and could read;is very pure”. Consequently, if Dr
Waite wishes to say or admit that the King James Bie is “the Word of God”, then he
must, biblically speaking, admit and say that it ispure (i.e., without error, infallible,
etc.). Biblically and logically, Dr Waite can’'t have it both ways. It is an inconsistency
and a contradiction, biblically speaking, to say tat the King James Bible is‘the Word
of God in English” but not say that it is pure.

P. 33“The Greek and Hebrewand a few Aramaic) Words of the Old and the NegtaFe
ments are the strongesteys’ on which we can stand. They aréeljs’ given to us by the
everlasting, omnipotent, omniscient, omnipreseming God Himself. They were the legs
used by the King James Bible translators. Thdegs® are stronger than any translation in
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the world, including the King James Bible and dltle other ‘pure’ Bibles Gail Riplinger
believes were given by verbal plenary inspiration.”

“This is herHERESY. The King James Bible is only an excelkeanslation of those Words
rather than the Words themselves.”

Dr Waite here affirms his view that the King JamesBible is not the preserved word(s)
of God in English. Now THAT is much closer t6HERESY” than what Dr Mrs Riplin-
ger has stated or implied..

P. 51“Gail Riplinger defines heHERESY clearly in this quotation. She calls God's own
* Traditional Masoretic Hebrew Text and the Traditiah ReceivedGreek Text as “Two
Weak Legs' In this way, she is clearly exalting the EndlliKing James Bible translation by
men (which she believes were given by verbal plenaspiration) as superior over God’s
own Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Words. This is pHiERRESY! Shame on her for this
blasphemy!”

Just why this is“pure HERESY” is never proven by Dr Waite. And he seems to foe]
that the very texts he refers to were compileby men” (by one man in Scrivener’s case
— a problem in light of 2 Corinthians 13:1 and Mathew 18:16). Furthermore, if Dr
Waite is to be consistent, something with which hseems to have a continual problem,
then he must admit the logical conclusions of hisgsition with regard to the original
writings of scripture which were also don€'by men”. Dr Waite’s real problem is a pre-
suppositional one in which he consciously or uncoomusly believes that God is too
small and weak to preserve His words in a translabin.

P. 52“Galil Riplinger's “solid and perfect Holy Bibleis her alleged English King James
Bible.”

Why “alleged”? Dr Mrs Riplinger makes it clear that it is an ACTUAL English King
James Bible which she can hold in her hand and readhich is her “solid and perfect
Holy Bible”. Now why such a strong and bold stand should bo#in Dr Waite so much is
puzzling, unless, of course, Dr Waite wishes to egee from the authority of the AV1611.
One would think that a professed fundamentalist adDr Waite would rejoice in the
strong and bold stand that someone takes, even Hat person is a bit to the ‘right’ of Dr
Waite. But no. Dr Waite can only abide acceptingat best) that the exact words under-
lying the King James Bible, and not the King James8ible itself, are a solid and genuine
foundation for faith.

Thus he denies to all who are not fluent in HebrewAramaic, and Greek that they have
a solid and genuine foundation for their faith. Yé even for those who are fluent in
those languages, Dr Waite still has a problem. Ju8WHERE can those words, i.e., the
REAL *“solid and perfect Holy Bible”according to Dr Waite, be found? WHERE can
one get a copy so as to obey in all aspects the ecoamd of 2 Timothy 2:15? Dr Waite
admits in places that said foundation is neither Sosener in Greek nor Ben Chayyim in

Hebrew. Consequently, it seems that said foundaticexists only in Dr Waite’s mind.

P. 52“Neither I, nor the BIBLE FOR TODAY, nor the Deauar§on Society have abandoned
our defense of the King James Bible. But we dealbtt inspired of God or God-breathed
She is exalting man’s Englisks being superior to God's Hebrew, Aramaic and €kre
Words.”

This is an exaggeration on Dr Waite’s part with theconclusion not following from the
premises. In this context, even if true, for Engéh speakers it would amount to the fact
that the King James Bible is ‘EQUAL TO’ God’'s Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek




76

“Words”. Even for those who believe that the AV1611 in Elish has advantages over
the Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek words, it does notdilow that such a position amounts
to exalting man’s words over God’s words.

P. 52“In effect, Gail Riplinger believes in a deificatioof man and his works as superior to
Almighty God and His worksThis iSHERESY and blasphemy!”

Just how so remains unproven by Dr Waite. And mellg stating it on his part does not
make it so. Furthermore, is not Dr Waite committing “a deification of man and his
works” for any compiler of Greek and Hebrew texts?.

PP. 84-85'What | strongly object to is Peter Ruckman and IG@iplinger who believe the
HERESY that the King James Bible was given by verbal plemaspiration! This is double
inspirationHERESY...”

This tactic of name-calling and mud-slinging is ngroof of the validity of Dr Waite’s
assertions. Furthermore, Dr Waite has not disprove the truths brought to light by
Gipp’s work cited earlier...
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Appendix 1, Continued
Dr Waite and the KJB not “given by inspiration of God”
Testimonies to the Inspiration of the AV1611

The following testimonies have been drawn from aenvariety of witnesses, not all of
whom are Bible believers or even Christians. this author’s firm conviction that they are
nevertheless all trustworthy witnessesthe scripture of truth” Daniel 10:21 in the form the

1611 English Holy Bible. They constitute a fornbtlaarray of adversaries for Dr Waite to
overcome.

His denial that the 1611 English Holy Bible is evaeiloly Bible should be kept in mind as
the following witness statements are read.

Additionally, does Dr Waite understand the meaningof “holy” ? It certainly implies
“set apart from error”. Does Dr Waite refuse to use the terrtholy” of the King James
Bible? Perhaps so. But of course such a term cauhot be used of Scrivener’s text ei-
ther.

So again Dr Waite must face the question of just WHRE is the Holy Bible that we
need?

Author’s note. The above is the key question.th&ttime of writing, Dr Waite has not an-
swered it, with respect to any identifiable andaiible printed work between two covers.
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Appendix 2 — Full List of Extracts, from A WARNING!! by Dr D.A. Waite
Dr Waite and ‘Originals Only’ Inspiration:

P. 2“l believe that God inspired and breathed-out thegmal Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek
Words of the Old and New Testaments. | beliewentiriaculous evertappened only once
and was never repeated. Especially was this irspan never repeated in any translation
in the past, in the present, or in the future believe2 Timothy 3:16refers to this once-for-
all inspiration by God of those original Hebrew, alnaic, and Greek Words. The Greek
Words in the first part of that verse are: PASA&th, every, or all’ GRAPHE (“Scripture”
referring to the Old Testament, and, by extensmthe New Testament) THEOPNEUSTOS
(THEO refers to “God,”) PNEUSTOS (comes from “PNEQbD breathe.”) that is, “God-
breathed” or “breathed-out by God.” In other word&od “breathed-out” His original He-
brew, Aramaic, and Greek Words. | believe thesedé/bave been preserved in the Hebrew,
Aramaic, and Greek Words underlying the King JaBiete.”

“I believe it is an inaccurate view of the King JasnBible to refer to it asifispired” | be-
lieve this term must be reserved exclusively feratginal, preserved Hebrew, Aramaic, and
Greek Words underlying the King James Bible andorothe King James Bible itself.”

“I believe the King James Bible can be describedlss only true, reliable, and accurate
Englishtranslation of the preserved, originailnspired, inerrant, infallible, perfect, pure He-
brew, Aramaic, and Greek Words which underliel itlo not believe anyone should use these
seven adjectives (in their strictest definitions) &ny translations in any language of the
world.”

P. 10Gail Riplinger attacks those who believe God breat-out and inspired His Words in
Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek rather than atrgnslation, whether in English, Spanish,
French, Italian, German, Russian, Chinese, Japaoese any other language translation.”

“Gall Riplinger attacks those who believe that othe Words given by God in Hebrew,
Aramaic and Greek can be called, “given by inspoatof God” or “Inspired by God”, or
“Inspired” or “God breathed” rather than anyranslation.”

P. 20 ‘Gail Riplinger believes in the plenary verbal inggion of the King James Bible.”

“This is clearHERESY. The accurate view of Bible inspiration is found® Timothy 3:16.
That verse refers to the way the original Hebrevgmaic, and Greek Words were produced
by God'’s true plenary verbal inspiration. Thatl® only inspiration that exists. God never
gave plenary verbal inspiration of aimanslationsin any language of the world.”

“Inspiration is defined as the once-for-all procestsGod’s “breathing-out” (THEOPNEUS-
TOS) of the original Old and New Testament Worddeidfrew, Aramaic, and Greek.”

“This verse has nothing whatsoever to do with thegad verbal plenary inspiration of the

King James Bible or of any oth&manslation of the Hebrew, Aramaic, or Greek Words. It
refers only and exclusively to the “breathing-ouwdf inspiration by God of those original

Words.”

P. 24*The only Words that God gave by verbal plenarypiration are the original Words
given by God in Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek. Th/seds, and those alone were “inspired
Words” which were breathed-out by God. Manslation, whether the King James Bible
(KJB) or any othetranslation contains words that were given by God Himself.”

“2 Timothy 3:16 describes the inspiration, or Gokathing out of His Words of Hebrew,
Aramaic, and Greek.”
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“PASA (“each, every, or all)
“ GRAPHE (Scripture, that which is written down in the OldMew Testament originals)
“THEOPNEUSTOS(God-breathed from THEOS (“God”) and PNEO (“to bitba”).”

P. 24" * rightly” claim that the King James Bible is not given lgrhal plenary inspiration

of God. You can define inspiration any way youtwiaut if you define it Scripturally neither
the King James Bible nor any otheanslationis “inspired of God.” Neither the word “in-

spired” nor “inspire” is found in the Bible. Onlthe word “inspiration” is found once in the
Old Testament and once in the New Testament. fauisd in 2 Timothy 3:16, “All scripture
is given byinspiration of God...”

“The one Greek Word for these five English wordgivén by inspiration of God,” is
THEOPNEUSTOS. This is a compound word that comoes fwo other Greek words,
THEOS (“God”) and PNEUSTOS (“breathed”). PNEUST@&:s not come from PNEUMA
("spirit”) as Gail Riplinger falsely claims. BotlPNEUMA and PNEUSTOS come from the
Greek verb PNEO (“to breathe”).”

“Any who teach that God “breathed-out” and gave tRimg James Bible (or any other trans-
lations) by verbal plenary inspiration is unscripail In fact, | believe he or she is guilty of a
serious theologicaHERESY.”

P. 28"l deny the “inspiration of our King James Biblébecause, unlike Gail Riplinger, |
know and understand what the Gré&krds say in 2 Timothy 3:16. PASA#th” “ every”

or “all”) GRAPHE (“ Old Testament Hebrew Words” and “New Testament Gea®ords)
THEOPNEUSTOS God-breathed or “ breathed out by Gad) This happened once-for-
all when these God-given original Words were givirhasnever happened again, including
in the King James Bible or in any otheanslation.”

P. 38“They stand for the King James Bible and use thedwbtinspired’ for it. | do not. |
believe it is inaccurate terminology. It confusles genuine once-for-all inspiration by God
of His Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Words which uheléhe King James Bible. | have no
evidence that these men partake of the settiERESY espoused by Gail Riplinger that the
King James Bible (and other Bibles since Acts Xgjaly due to her previous Pentecos-
tal/Charismatic background), have been given bypakplenary inspiration.”

“The only proper ‘inspiration” of Scriptures was a one-time miracle, never torbpeated,
when God Himself caused to be written down the ¥ofdhe Bible in Hebrew, a little Ara-
maic, and Greek. lhspiration” has nothing whatsoever to do with translations.”

“Not a single translation in any language is insgar by God, including the King James Bible
and the other Bibles since Acts 2 (possibly dudndp previous Pentecostal/Charismatic
background), that Gail Riplinger also believes apure’ and given by verbal plenary inspi-
ration. All translations are words chosen by trenslators who are men, not words chosen
and given by God.”

P. 40“The verb, “is giveri does not appear in the Greek New Testament tleat Gave us.
Gail Riplinger hates the Words of the Greek andrdetthat underlie our King James Bible.
She just takes the English over against the Greedn though there is no Greek word here
whatsoever! This is theologicllERESY at its worst! Even if she takes her Englisk “
given” this phrase often translates the aorist or otlparst tenses. It does not always mean a
present tense, even in other places where it id uséhe King James Bible. 2 Timothy 3:16
(PASA GRAPHE THEOPNEUSTOS) just speaks of an atisbey past deed that God did
when He gave us His Words in Hebrew, Aramaic, arekks”



80

P. 44“[Gall Riplinger] rejects God’s own Words in the Heew and Greek Words in favor of
the single one word found in the King James Billtieckvshe thinks was given by verbal ple-
nary inspiration. Gail Riplinger i$IERETICAL in ridiculing the God of the Bible’s Words
and the ‘meaning of those Words in favor of using exclusively tme single word that the
KJB translators set down. Gail Riplinger's viewHERESY. By saying this, she believes
the King James Bible was inspired by God in 161d #rerefore completely corrects and
rules out the original Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greekr#é that God gave us. As such, that
translation completely wipes out any Hebrew or Grémeaning that God Himself gave us.
She favors only the one word that man put downisntianslation. That is blasphemy
against God!”

P. 59“This is what | have always believed. The Scrigtu 2 Timothy 3:16, PASA GRAPHE
THEOPNEUSTOS, Al Scripture is given bynspiration of God” This literally means ‘all
Scripture is God-breathel GRAPHE refers to the Old Testament Hebrew amdn#aic
Words (and, by extension, the New Testament Gree#ts)V This word has nothing whatso-
ever to do with anyranslation, whether in English, Spanish, Italian or any otkerguage.”

P. 60-61'Gail Riplinger denies the Hebrew, Aramaic, and @keWords underlying the King
James Bible are copies of thénSpired originals” | believe the Hebrew, Aramaic, and
Greek Words underlying the King James Bible are @ad preserved copies of the inspired
originals.”

P. 72"Gail Riplinger is using this terminologyaih apparition exhaling in the corner of the
room| because she does not believe that 2 Timothy &déhes that the Hebrew, Aramaic,
and Greek Words of the Bible were THEOPNEUSTQ8&d breathed By referring toGod
the Holy Spirit in this way, as an dpparition exhaling in the corner of the roorh Gail
Riplinger has committed blasphemy against the HEgyit! Shame on her! One day God
will judge her for this blasphemy! Though she ddesnderstand it and will not accept it,
THEOPNEUSTOS in 2 Timothy 3:16 comes from THEOSod*s and PNEUSTOS
(‘breathed” from PNEO “to breathe”). She is totgllmisinformed on the derivation of
PNEUSTOS (“breathed,”) thinking it comes from PNERANI'Spirit”). This is serious and
total Greek error. Both PNEUMA and PNEUSTOS came fPNEO “to breathe.™

“The “ adjective ‘God-breathetidoes not belong to theNIV.” [Galil Riplinger] lies when
she says that it isificorrectly used and not a literal or accurate tralation of the noun
theopneustos It is indeed a literal translation of the Grealord, THEOPNEUSTOS in 2
Timothy 3:16. Gail Riplinger is so ignorant of therphology and etymology of the Greek
language that she falsely thinkghtopneustasis a “ noun” instead of an adjective. It is
clearly an adjective! This shows the twisted armmp&d ignorance of Gail Riplinger as far
as the Greek language is concerned.”

P. 73“THEOPNEUSTOS does not come fror8girit.” PNEUSTOS does not come from
“ Spirit,” but from PNEO which is “to breathe.” PNEUMA ascomes from PNEO “to
breathe.”

P. 88“Gall Riplinger...is defending a KJV” that she wrongly claims was given by verbal
plenary inspiration from God directly. ThR(ERESY is anything but $cholarly.” It is ri-
diculous idiocy. Her tlefensé is anything but “scholarly.” It is a total misinterpretation of
2 Timothy 3:16 which refers to God’s breathing-blis Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Words
in the original Old and New Testaments. The GRARHiEripture’) cannot refer to trans-
lations of any kind.”

“The Words of GodARE the Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek Words. In the dehdit my book,
DEFENDING THE KING JAMES BIBLE, | call it “GOD’'S WRDS KEPT INTACT IN
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ENGLISH.” Psalm 12:6-7 does not refer to the Kidlgmes Bible, but to the Hebrew and
Aramaic Words (and, by extension, to the Greek Wadrds). English was not even in exis-
tence then.”
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Appendix 2, Continued
Dr Waite and the Imaginary ‘Original Bible,” Uniden tified in Print

P. 25“Though Gail Riplinger’'s “Holy Bible” is limited tothe King James Bible, in reality,
“Our Holy Bible” is the Bible that God caused to beitten in Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek.
That is the true “Holy Bible.” It is not a transi@en in English or in any other language. |
do not deny the inspiration of the Hebrew, Aramaiggd Greek true Moly Bible” whose
very Words were given by the Lord Jesus ChristughoGod the Holy Spirit to the human
writers (John 16:12-15).”

P. 28“God gave His original Words by revelation. Tha&velation came by the verbal ple-
nary inspiration of the original Hebrew, Aramaicné Greek Words. This accurate defini-
tion of the Bible’s inspiration by God rules outyahinspiration by God of the King James
Bible or any other translation in any language e tworld.”

“My “ Holy Bible” is God’s fully “inspired’ original Words of Hebrew, Aramaic, and
Greek, rather than Gail Riplinger's King James RiblThough it is an accurate, true, and
reliable translation, it is not ihspired by God' It is not “ God-breathed, therefore it can-
not accurately be termedrispired” She holds a serious theologiddERESY by her erro-
neous view of thspiration byGod”

P. 29“The " Bible” has been inspired by God in the Hebrew, Aramait] Greek languages.
Her “Bible” is the King James Bible which was najiten byinspiration of God and was
not “God-breathed Her position is seriou$iERESY.”

“The “Bible” is the Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek words that utigeour King James Bible.
Strictly speaking, it is not a translation. Godvgaus those Words. There was no English
when God gave Moses His Words, and David His Wamld,Ezekiel His Words, and Mat-
thew His Words and Paul His Words. English did exist when God Breathed-out or
“inspired’ His Bible’'s Words.”

P. 32“Gail Riplinger confuses people by not definingur Holy Bible.” My “ Holy Bible”

is the Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Words of the @&Id New Testaments that God Himself
breathed-out and inspired. HeHbly Bible” is only a translation of that Holy Bible,” the
King James Bible. Gail Riplinger has not and canpve that the King James Bible was
inspired by God. There is no scriptural proof tlaaty translation of God’s Words is inspired
of God.”

P. 37“Gail Riplinger’'s “ Holy Bible” (her HERETICAL view of the King James Bible and
other “inspired’ Bibles since Acts 2 (possibly due to her previ®entecostal/Charismatic
background), is beingdeflated” The true “Holy Bible,” which is the Hebrew, Aramaic,
and Greek Words that God Himself gave to us, isgpaiflated and exalted by the exposure
of Gail Riplinger'sHERESY on the Bible.”

P. 39“Gall Riplinger's HERESY in her view of inspiration can easily begfuted” Here is
a simple refutation of it. MyHoly Bible” differs from her “Holy Bible.” It is the Bible that
God Almighty breathed-out in Hebrew, Aramaic, aneék original Words. They are in-
spired Words and Godbreathed Words. Her definitibthe “Holy Bible” is the King James
Bible translation of those Words (and other Bibles since Acts 2 pbsdue to her previous
Pentecostal/Charismatic background), as well). Séhwords, though accuratetisanslated
can never properly be referred to as “God-breathext”“inspired by God” no matter how
much Gail Riplinger might argue [otherwise].”

P. 84“Gail Riplinger's HERESY is hidden by her when she talks abotlidse of us who
believe our Bible is inspired What she means, but doesn’t saythiat she believes the King
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James Bible, and other Bibles since Acts 2 (pogsihie to her previous Pentecos-
tal/Charismatic background), have been givenvieybal plenary inspiration. This is her
HERESY. The only BIBLE” that has been given by verbal plenary inspiration is God’s
Hebrew, Aramaic, and GredWords. No translation (including the King Jame$I8) has
been given byerbal plenary inspiration. This is puHERESY.”

P. 90“What Gail Riplinger wants us to do is touphold the inspiration of her beloved
[King James] Holy Bible She never defines what she means bykuody Bible.” To some-
one who is not familiar with Gail Riplinger’'s distmns, they might think that | denied the
plenary verbal inspiration of the Hebrew, Aramaanid Greek Words in the original Bible
which is the Holy Bible.” | believe strongly in that inspiration, but dgmerHERESY in
believing that the King James Bible and other Bilde well after Acts 2 (possibly due to her
previous Pentecostal/Charismatic background), wgven by plenary verbal inspiration.”
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Appendix 2, Continued
Dr Waite and ‘the Greek’

P. 27*Gail Ludwig Latessa Kaleda Riplinger thinks théetKing James Bible’s word is the
only thing you can use. Otherwise, to her, itris“&rror.” She believes you can't explain
any of the King James Bible’s words or define thdfpeople don’t understand the word
“OUCHES,” for example, it is too bad for them, in her judgnt. Gail Riplinger despises
the definitions of uncommon words. She is entiiteter opinion, but | strongly disagree
with her. She believes you must chase all oveKihg James Bible to find the definitions of
its words, but never consult any dictionaries otidens of any kind. In my opinion, this posi-
tion is insane!”

“I don’t use “corrupt lexicons” | use proper lexicons that give me proper measi of the
Hebrew, Aramaic, or Greek. Gail Riplinger despities use of lexicons of any kind, calling
them all “corrupt.”™

P. 28“The “ Scrivener Greek New Testaméns not “ slightly tainted” | believe the Words
in this “Greek New Testamehto be accurate copies of the inspired, inerramtfallible,
preserved, original Greek Words. | believe thenbécauthentic copies of the original New
Testament Words. It is sad that Gail Riplingeusefs to take this same position.”

P. 33"According to the Greek scholar, Frederick Scrivente primary Greek edition fol-
lowed by the King James Bible translators was Be8A’edition of 1598. In Scrivener’'s An-
notated Greek Text...in pages 648-656 he lists 80 places where the King James Bible
departed from that Greek text. This is but a nenpgrcentage of the over 140,000 Greek
Words in the New Testament. Scrivener lists taraources where these 190 places were
found.”

P. 51"“Gail Riplinger defines heHERESY clearly in this quotation. She calls God’s own
“Traditional Masoretic Hebrew Text and the Traditiah ReceivedGreek Text as “ Two
Weak Legs' In this way, she is clearly exalting the EngliKing James Bible translation by
men (which she believes were given by verbal pleiapiration) as superior over God’s
own Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Words. This is pHiERRESY! Shame on her for this
blasphemy!”

“I * promoteé the Ben Chayyim Hebrew Text and the Scrivenerse® text. | believe the
Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Words underlying thegKlames Bible areGod’s preserved
originals.” You can see from this quotation that Gail Rigier does not believe we have
“God’s preserved originalJsbut only what she considers to be the Englishgiames Bible
which she believes was given by verbal plenaryiriagpn breathed-out by God. As such, it
corrects and replaces God’s original Hebrew, Aramaand Greek Words. This view is
blasphemy and seriol$ERESY!”

P. 52“It is true that Scrivener’'s Greek Text is the @gsto the KIJB. But it is notrfiscalled
Beza's” Except for only 190 places, Scrivener statedtthe usedBeza’s ' edition, 1598
Greek edition”

“I firmly believe that | have the original, inspide inerrant, infallible, preserved Words of
God in Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek. Once again @aglinger reveals heHERESY of
throwing away God’s original Words in favor of tlexaltation of a translation of those
Words.”

P. 53“Scrivener did not go from the English KJB into GreeR He found the Greek edi-
tion that underlay the KIBWith the exception of 190 places, that Greek etuias Beza's
5" edition 0f1598.”
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P. 66“l don’t “ unwisely use Scrivener's Greek New Testament. | belieesd are the pre-
served Words of the original New Testament. Gagilifgyer doesn’t want anyone to read
God’s own Words to see what He gave us, but otdgreslation of those Words in the King
James Bible. This is blasphemy by her against &weedibal plenary inspiration of the New
Testament in Greek.”

P. 67"“Dr Scrivener [did not] say that he Back-translated or “ backwards translatet
from the King James Bible to the Greek New Testanferivener had the"Sedition of Beza

of 1598, which he used for his Greek text, exaapi90 places where the King James Bible
translators relied on other editions...ScriveneGseek New Testament was never translated
from the English into Greek.”

“Scrivener’s goal, given to him by the Cambridgeivémsity Press, was to come up with a
Greek text that underlies the King James Bible shguwyBOLD marks the places where the
Gnostic Critical Greek text used by the English i&=V Version differ from this text. He
found that the King James translators used the Gi&erds in Beza's"5edition of 1598 in
all but in 190 places.”

P. 68“[Galil Riplinger lies by saying that] Dr FredericlScrivener ‘back-translated his
Greek New Testament from the King James Bible'si#ngThat is, he took the English and
turned it into Greek. Nothing could be furtherrfraghe truth! Scrivener had the Greek edi-
tion of Beza's &' edition of 1598 and found that this was the Greek that the Kiagds Bi-
ble translators followed with only 190 Exceptiong of over 140,000 Greek Words.”

P. 69“Another lie is that Scrivener’'s Greek text does not “match’ any other “Greek text
on earth” As | said before, it follow8eza’s &' edition of 1598in all but 190 places which
he lists in his Appendix. Again she lies that @#swiot Beza’'s text. It most certainly was
Beza's %' edition of 1598 and she cannot prove otherwise.”

P. 70“Gall Riplinger lies when she states thabtrivener’s text is therefore the English text
of the KJB, backwards translated into Greék Again, there waso “English text of the
KJB” which was “backwards translated into Gre€k Scrivener truly was a Greek scholar,
but he did not backwards translatefrom the KJB English into Greek.”

P. 71“We hold to the Greek text that underlies our Kirgmes Bible. We believe it is the
closest to the original Words of the New Testarhent.

P. 89“The Dean Burgon Society (DBS) does standSorivener’'s Greekext as the pre-
served original Greek Words. It doR©OT follow the Ginsberg Hebrew text. It follows the
Hebrew Words underlying the King James Bible.”
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Appendix 2, Continued
Dr Waite and the ‘imperfect’ KJB not “given by inspiration of God”
P. iii “We use and defend the King James Bible

P. 3“This HERESY view is held by Gail Riplinger, Peter Ruckman, amany of their fol-
lowers. What is this view? THHERESY view believes that in 1611, when the King James
Bible was published, (contrary to all truth and Bthl doctrine) God performed asecond
inspiration.” Because of this, their so-called verbal plenamgpiration of the King James
Bible supplants the Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Waiven by God Himself as inferior
and exalts the verbal plenary inspiration of th@g¢{Uames Bible as superior.”

“Gall Riplinger goes even further than Peter Ruckma her “inspiration” HERESY. She
teaches that since Acts 2 (possibly due to heriguevPentecostal/Charismatic background),
there have been many other “inspired” and “pure’atrslations in addition to the verbal
plenary inspiration of the King James Bibl/e have learned from withesses who knew her
that Gail Riplinger originally went to a Pentecostal/Charisria church before herhus-
band at that time urged her to join a Baptist chdrc This is hermultiple inspiration
HERESY. She rejects the truth that God’s breathing-oig Words or inspiration occurred
only once. It occurred when God breathed out hkive @erfect, inspired, inerrant, infallible,
pure Words in Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek. Thixpss was never repeated by God. Gall
Riplinger wrote in her BROCHURE advertizing HazarddMaterials as follows: The book
demonstrates that Greek texts from UBS to TBS taiteach the perfection of the Holy Bi-
ble [meaning the King JameBible], where God’s words shall not pass awaywhat Gail
Riplinger is doing in her view of the King Jame®IBiis what | call “REPLACEMENT
THEOLOGY.” She totally REPLACES the Old and Newstdreent original Hebrew, Ara-
maic, and Greek Words of God, with the English Klames translation which are the words
of men. This REPLACEMENT is serious doctriHBERESY!”

P. 7"Gail Ludwig Latessa Kaleda Riplinger...defendsiiadent King James Bible than | do.
Her Bible is a verbal plenary inspiration of thedish King James Bible. This is inspiration
HERESY. My Bible is the King James Bible whichnet “inspired by God” or “God-
breathed” but is the only accurate, reliable, andéd translation of the preserved, inerrant,
inspired, God-breathedperfect Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek Words on whichbased.”

“Gail Riplinger does not know where the preservesbkew, Aramaic, and Greek Words are.
She teaches that we don’t need any Hebrew, Araoraigreek Words. She teaches that we
have a verbal plenary inspiration of the Englism#iJames Bible and that it therefore su-
persedes the Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Words@oat Himself gave us. This is blas-
phemy and extremdERESY! This trashing of the Hebrew, Aramaic, and Gr&®&rds is
what makes Gail Riplinger's positionHERESY as well as especially her belief that since
Acts 2 (possibly due to her previous PentecostaliSmatic background), there are many
other “inspired” and “pure” Bibles. It's a bad enaghHERESY for her to believe that God
gave the King James Bible by verbal plenary ingmra”

P. 9 “These Bible-believing, fundamental organization3B[S, BFT]...stand for the King
James Bible as the only true, reliable, and accaianglish translation of the inspired, iner-
rant, infallible, preserved Hebrew, Aramaic, ande@k Words that underlie it.”

P. 10“Gail Riplinger attacks those who believe the Kid@mes Bible (as | do) is the only
true, faithful, and accurate English translatiorifn the Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Words
that underlie it, but do not believe it was givenibspiration of God or that it was God-

breathed.”
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P. 19“Gail Riplinger spread the false view that nobodhosld use any Hebrew, Aramaic, or
Greek lexicons to find out meanings of Bible wordecause of heHERESY view of the
plenary verbal inspiration of the King James BiliBgil Riplinger doesn’'t even want people
to look in either Hebrew, Aramaic, Greek or everglish dictionaries to find out the mean-
ing of the words in the King James Bible.”

P. 20“Gail Riplinger believes that the words of the Kidgmes Bible translation (as well as
many other translations) were given by plenary aérbspiration by God Himself. In real-
ity, the King James Bible is the only faithful,grand accurate English translation of the He-
brew, Aramaic, and Greek Words underlying it, huvas not “God breathed” or given by
plenary verbal inspiration of God. The words wergosen by a group of translators.
Though they were scholarly and well equipped, these still just men.”

P. 24"l believe that the King James Bible is true, fditl and accurate to the Hebrew, Ara-
maic, and Greek Words underlying it, but it is goten by God’s verbal plenary inspiration.
It never claims to be except by Peter Ruckman, Bigilinger, and their many followers.”

P. 25" Perfectiori of translation is not possible. Only God hapéfrfection” He is “per-
fect” Gail Ludwig Latessa Kaleda Riplinger falselylieges that the King James Bible is
“perfect” Well, is that the A.V. 1611 translation witheti\pocrypha, which has all sorts of
lies, contradictions and false teachings? Or ith#é second edition of the King James Bible
that is “perfect”? Or is it the third edition ohe King James Bible that is perfect? Or is it
the fourth edition? Or is it the fifth edition? r @& it the sixth edition? Or is it the seventh
edition?”

P. 26“l believe the word, perfection” is a word we can only use when referring to God
Almighty. | stand for the King James Bible, baioh't like to use the wordgerfect for it.

All you have to do is find one place where it i$ ‘herfect” God alone is perfect. There
have been many printers’ errors in the King JaméseBinitially. They were notgerfect”
There are hundreds of differences in the variousaes of the King James Bible. Which one
can you say is perfect” Publishers in the USA have many different spgki of words.
Which spelling is perfect?”

P. 30““The Bible warned us that men would becontitors, heady highminded.” Gail
Riplinger is quoting the Bible with her wordfRAITORS’ in order to use such a libelous
term to tarnish those who differ with hHERESY that the King James Bible and other Bi-
bles are ‘inspired by God™

P. 31"As for those of us who disagree with HERESY on her “Holy Bible” (that is her
King James Bible) fesenting its authority’ our final and ultimate ‘authority” is the He-
brew, Aramaic, and Greek Words that underlie theg<iames Bible. This genuine and final
“authority,” Gail Riplinger despises. This is a blatant ligdhat’s false. We strongly believe
in the King James Bible’sduthority,” but we deny heHERESY about its ‘inspiration by
God”

P. 32"The King James Bible has gone through seven diffeeditions. The original 1611
edition had the Apocrypha in it which is filled Wwierrors and false teachings. Does she
think that this was inspired by God? If not, whadhthe other six editions, revised by man,
was inspired by God? Which printed edition of pinesent seventh edition was inspired by
God? Is it the one published by Nelson Press”MBgdy Press? By Zondervan Press? By
Cambridge Press? By Oxford Press? Or by some gihess which has many differences
with the other publishers?”

“The King James Bible translators took the Hebréwamaic and Greek words and picked
one of the many correct English meanings and tedadlit. We agree that the King James
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Bible translators picked the best English words nvhigey translated the Bible, but not the

only English words that could have been useds Hlasphemous of Gail Riplinger to down-

play the Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Words that Gadself wrote. She exalts the King

James Bible and many othepure’ Bibles above the very Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek
Words of the Living God. This is Simon-pbfeRESY!”

“The original languages that God breathed-out gihe English nuances, illustrations and

shades of meaning. The grammatical rules of thersguages give further assistance in the
proper interpretation of difficult passages. WHeareach God’s Words, | do not criticize or

change the English King James Bible. | illuminatel give many other acceptable and ac-
curate meanings that the translators could havetemi down. Gail Riplinger despises the
use of any other word than that given by the Kiagpnds translators. This is ridiculous.”

P. 33"l stand for the King James Bible as the Word @dGn English, but underlying it are
not “two weak legs of Greek and Hebretv The Greek and Hebrewand a few Aramaic)
Words of the Old and the New Testaments are tloagtst legs on which we can stand.
They are ‘legs given to us by the everlasting, omnipotent, orieist, omnipresent Triune
God Himself. They were the legs used by the Kamge3 Bible translators. Thesé&ls
are stronger than any translation in the world, luding the King James Bible and all of the
other “pure’ Bibles Gail Riplinger believes were given by valrplenary inspiration.”

“This is herHERESY. The King James Bible is only an excelkeahslation of those Words
rather than the Words themselves. How wicked it l&plinger for castigating the very He-
brew, Aramaic, and Greek Words of God and repla¢iregn for English words as being in-
spired by God and Godbreathed!”

P. 34“Here are more blasphemous words coming from G#liRger who has a large fol-
lowing of pastors and people. She does not adragttanslations like the King James Bible
are “inferior” to the Hebrew Aramaic, and Greek Words from whilsey were translated.
She wrongly believes these translations like thegKlames Bible are “superior” to God
original Words.”

“I am FOR the King James Bible, but | aAGAINST Gail Riplinger’s lies and phony ideas
about herHERESY regarding the verbal plenary inspiration of the Kidames Bible and
many other Bibles since Acts 2.”

“As far as the King James Bible being amferior product’ when compared to the very in-
spired and inerrant Hebrew, Aramaiand Greek Words from the mouth of God Himself,
most certainly God’s Wordsre superior to man’s translations of those Wordsbw evil is
Gail Riplingerto trash and demote the very Words that God gaws &nd exaltranslations

of those Words! She believes the false and hatetactrine that God'sNords of Hebrew,
Aramaic, and Greek are nesuiperiorto man’s King JameBible translation, but, in fact, are
inferior.”

P. 35“The King James Bible is notifispired’...The word inspired is only used for the
Words that God Himself breathed-out, not that whitéin has merely translated. God did
not breathe-out English or any other modern languagod only breathed-out and inspired
the Old and New Testament Words of Hebrew, Araraait,Greek.”

P. 36"Neither the DBS Executive Committee or the DBSigaaty Council will ever call the
King James Bible “inspired of God,” “given by inggption of God,” “verbally inspired,”
“inspired,” or “God-breathed” at any time or in anplace.”

P. 37“Gail Ludwig Latessa Kaleda RiplingerdERESY [is] the verbal plenary inspiration
of the King James Bible and many other Bibles shuis 2.”
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P. 40“The three words, true, reliable, and accurateare three words describing what |
consider the King James Bible to be. What abodubfathe hundreds of changes that have
been made in the King James Bible from 1611 tgptksent? If it were perfect” why all

the changes? | use the worg@erfect when referring to things that God Almighty does.
God’s Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Words are “perféct

P. 41°I have never “shifted away from a “ perfect and inspired KJBbecause | have never
in my entire life ever held to that position.”

P. 43"“For 32 years...I have never publicly said thaetKing James Bible is inspired, in-
spired of God, or God-breathed. | have been comsisn this position. Gail Riplinger can-
not find any proof whatsoever to the contrary dgrthese 32 years.”

P. 44“Gail Riplinger...is trying to get her readers twnclude that my denial of h&tER-
ESY that the King James Bible and many other Biblesesificts 2 (possibly due to her pre-
vious Pentecostal/Charismatic background), weremiby verbal plenary inspiration by God
and Godbreathed.”

P. 45“The words in the King James Bible are accurateéthfal and true. They need not to
be changed. However, since they are not inspisebd, there could be other words that
could be used that would also be accurate, faitahd true as well.”

P. 49"“She believes in the verbal plenary inspirationtloé King James Bible and many other
Bibles after Acts 2 (possibly due to her previoaatecostal/Charismatic background), in her
HERESY.”

P. 52“Gail Riplinger's “solid and perfect Holy Bibléis her alleged English King James
Bible. Neither I, nor the BIBLE FOR TODAY, nor fhean Burgon Society have abandoned
our defense of the King James Bible. But we dealbtt inspired of God or God-breathed...
She is exalting man’s English as being superiorGmod’'s Hebrew, Aramaic and Greek
Words. In effect, Gail Riplinger believes in afabation of man and his works as superior to
Almighty God and His works. ThishlEERESY and blasphemy!”

P. 53“The Scrivener text, which underlies our King Janigble, has nothing to do with the
matter of the perfection and inspiration of the KJB The Greek Words underlying the
KJB are perfect and inspired. It is false for GRiplinger to say that the KJB, and many
other Bibles since Acts 2 (possibly due to her iptessPentecostal/Charismatic background),
were given by verbal plenary inspiration. Thigpige theologicaHERESY. If Gail Riplin-
ger believes this about the KJB, which one is alieng about since there are at least seven
official “editions” with hundreds of changes and myadifferent printings with multiple
printers’ errors and differences in them. If ittree original AV 1611, she has the problem of
God “inspiring” the errors of the Apocrypha. It is a ridiculoasnd unfounded position.”

P. 54“The second great error Gail Riplinger proclaimsrbewrongly is that she believes
there were pure” versions that were given by verbal plenary ingpion from “the giving of
the ‘scriptures in tonguesin “ Acts 2(possibly due to her previous Pentecostal/Charignat
background)until today.” This is a clear enunciation of her serious Bdal HERESY.”

“Gall Riplinger is continuing heHERESY of believing that & pure English Bible existed
and was available before Wycliffe, Tyndale, and €odale” These, she claims, were
“God’s pure wordg that is that they wergiven by verbal plenary inspiration from the day
of Pentecost (Acts 2, possillye to her previous Pentecostal/Charismatic backgd),) and
beyond. Shdoes not limit inspiration to God’s Hebrew, Aramaand Greek Words, beix-
tends inspiration not only to the English King Janiible, but to Gothic, Anglo-Saxon,
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Anglo-Norman, and Pre-Wycliffe English scripturésas well. God did not inspire these
translations. She is in serious theologie®RESY here.”

P. 56“I believe the King JamesEnglish Bibl€’ is a true, reliable, and accurate translation,
but it was not given by verbal plenary inspiratiosod did not breathe-out English. He
breathed-out Hebrew, a little Aramaic, and Greek.”

“The Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek Words that undeolig King James Bible are detailed,
perfect, pure and inspired. By her reference paire vernacular editions world widé she
believes these were all given by verbal plenarpinasion as she believes the King James
Bible was. This is the basis of her seri6lBRESY.”

P. 64“Those [in] church pews...should not believe ie thienary verbal inspiration of the
King James Bible which is Gail Riplinget4ERESY. God did not write or give the words
of the King James Bible. Men did. For Gail Rigkm to say that the King James Bible was
given by plenary verbal inspiration, she would h&wvesay that God produced false doctrine
for putting the error-ridden Apocrypha in the AA611. Does she admit this moral flaw in
God? | hope not WHICH KING JAMES BIBLE DOES SHE THINK WAS GIVEN BY
PLENARY VERBAL INSPIRA[T]ION? The King James Bible has undergone hundreds of
different printings and has had at least seven megwisions. Each printing and each edi-
tion is different. This shows the foolishness elieving that anytranslation was given by
plenary verbal inspiration. It is the GRAPHE, (Hel, Aramaic and Greek Words)= under-
lying the King James Bible that were given by plgnaerbal inspiration and were God-
breathed (THEOPNEUSTOS).”

P. 66“She believes thélERESY that the King James Bible and other Bibles sinces &c
(possibly due to her previous Pentecostal/Charisgmaackground), were given by verbal
plenary inspiration by God rather than being onlyranslation.”

P. 72“Gail Riplinger believes in the verbal plenary insgtion of the King James Bible, as
well as many other Bibles since Acts 2 (possiby/tduher previous Pentecostal/Charismatic
background). This iBIERESY without any question. For this to have happenednmadhat
she believes Goddreathed-out the words of the King James Bible. Though shgnerant

of it and disputes it, this is the genuine mea@h@HEOPNEUSTOS in 2 Timothy 3:16.”

P. 82“With [Gail Riplinger's] HERESY on believing in the verbal plenary inspiration bét
King James Bible and many other Bibles since A¢fm2sibly due to her previous Pentecos-
tal/Charismatic background), she is no authorityvaimat “unbiblical” means.”

PP. 84-85'What | strongly object to is Peter Ruckman and IG@iplinger who believe the
HERESY that the King James Bible was given by verbal plemaspiration! This is double
inspiration HERESY. Gail Riplinger goes beyond even Peter Ruckmahah she believes
many other Bibles since Acts 2 (possibly due topnevious Pentecostal/Charismatic back-
ground), have also been given by verbal plenargirasion. This is why | call her a believer
in theHERESY of MULTIPLE INSPIRATION .”

“I believe that the original Hebrew, Aramaic, andd&&k Words of the Bible have been pre-
served and are those which underlie the King JaBibke. They are still in existence and

available from the BIBLE FOR TODAY in ScrivenerimAtated Greek New Testament...and
in the Masoretic Hebrew/King James Parallel Bible.”

P. 87“(Quoting Dr Alan O'Reilly), “I believe it is the wbject of why all this has blown up,
right on the heels of the publication of Hazardddaterials. If | understand correctlyou
believe, as | do that thAV1611 is the pure word of God, given by inspiratiof God, Il
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Timothy 3:16,17 and the perfectly preserved word@dd in its final (7 ) purified state,
Psalm 12:6,7.1.get the impression that th@/aites don't altogether share that stante

“Sad to say, Dr O'Reilly partakes in the HERESYGail Ludwig Latessa Kaleda Riplinger
as they both say theAV1611' was “given by inspiration ofGod Il Timothy 3:16,17" He is
right that the ‘Waites don’t altogether sharthat stance’ Only the Hebrew, Aramaic, and
Greek Words werediven byinspiration of God or “ God-breathed No translation (in-
cluding the AV1611) was given by verbal plenanpiraion. The AV 1611' was most
definitely not ‘given by inspiration of God It included the Apocrypha with all of its false
doctrines and beliefs. Surely God did not giveséhaords.”

P. 94“Gail Riplinger's HERESY of exalting the King James Bible (which she falstdyms
was given by verbal plenary inspiration of God) jnfaave] wrongly influenced some Chris-
tian colleges. She has smashed the Hebrew, ArammaicGreek Words, so much so, that she
alleges that some Christian colleges won't everchighe Biblical Greek language because
they don’t need it. Just use the King James Biltfiehis happens, it will have resulted in a
great calamity for the original language of the N&astament. If Christian collegesirop
Greek altogethet Gail Riplinger will have gone far in the promoti of herHERESY posi-
tion of the verbal plenary inspiration of the Kidgmes Bible (and other Bibles since Acts 2,
possibly due to her previous Pentecostal/Charistiaéickground), thus exchanging man’s
words for God’s Words.”

P. 95“[Gall Riplinger] exalts the English King James Bébas being given by verbal plenary
inspiration and entirely supplanting the Hebrewaaraic, and Greek Words that God Him-
self gave us. This is strofERESY! No one is ‘selling their feigned Greek anéiebrew
expertisé like Gail Ludwig Latessa Kaleda Riplinger is saly her “feigned expertiséon
the King James Bible, all of its doctrines and aggtions, all the lexicons in the world, and
on Greek and Hebrew.”

P. 97"It is she who is acting dogmatically like theCbtllege of Cardinals’ trying to tell
every pastor, and other Christians who disagreehwier, to believe and agree with her
HERESY about the King James Bible and other Bibles sincis & as having been given by
verbal plenary inspiration.”
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